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PR.EFACE

The Advisory Council on Fluc uating School Enrollments was
created by the 1974 Minnesota Legislature to "examine, by what-
ever it deems appropriate, the impact of fluctuating school
enrollments and their consequential effects on the quality and
cost of education" Glee Section A-1.: Laws of Minnesota, 1974,
Chapter 355, Sec. 68, Subd. 3 (b)).

This document, Volume II of A Fined Repo4t to the Ainnehota
State Legistatute: The Impact o6 Huai/a-tag &hoot EnAottment4 on
Minne4ota'4 Educationat Sotem, contains the working papers,
special studies and data analyses done by and for the Advisory
council in its examination of the iMpact of fluctuating school
enrollments, The information presented in this volume was used
in the formulation of the Council's final recommendations to the
Minnesota Legislature, the State Board of Education, the local
school districts and the State Teachers Retirement Board. These
recommendations can be found in Section II of Volume I.

Section A of Volume II containeleneral background informatio _

about the impact of fluctuating school enrollments. Section B
includes that information specifically related to personnel, class
size and fluctuating school enrollments. Section C covers the
concerns of revenue and fluctuating school enrollments. Section
D inCludes papers and studies on cooperative activities and
fluctuating school enrollments. Section E is on transportation
funding. The last section, Section Fp includes papers and studies
on achool buildings and fluctuating school enrollments.

The Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments
wishes to express its appreciation to the Minnesota Legislature
for its support of the Council's activities; to the Minnesota
State Department of Education for its assistance and support;
to the office of the State Demographer for providing the analyses
of enrollment trends in Minnesota from 1970-2000; to those
persons in other governmental agencies who provided support and
information; to those persons who developed the working papers;
and, to those persons and agencies who provided special technical,
clerical and analytical assistance to the Council. The Council

8
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also wishes to thank those school superintendents,'school board
members, principals, teachers, professional organizations ansl

citizens who presented testimony at the public hearings or wrote
to the Council regarding their concerns and interests in fluctuating
school enrollments.
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LEGISLATION CREATING AN
ADVISORY COMMISSION ON
FLUCTUATING SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS

Laws o -innesota, 1974 Chapter 355, Sec. 68. (ADVISORY
ON FLUCTUATING SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS: CREATION).

SSION

Subd. 1. There ie hereby created an advisory commission to the
Legislature and the state board of education whiCh shall be known
as the advisory commission on fluctuating school enrollments,
hereinafter referred to as the commission.

Subd. 2(a) (MEMBERSHIP.) The commission shall be composed of 11
members to be appointed by the governor with the advice and
consent of the senate, and shall consist of:

(1) One certified elementary or secondary education school
teacher;

(2) One certified special education school teacher
(3) One elementary or secondary school administrator;
(4) One superintendent of schools;
(5) One representative of the Minnesota state high school

league;
(6) One current member of a school board; and
(7) Five public members, two of whom shall have demonstrated

expertise in the field of school finance.

No two commission members shall reside in the same school
district.

(b) (EX OFFICIO )IEMBERS.) One designee of the chairman of the
senate committee on education, one designee of the chairman of
the house of representatives committee on education and one
designee of the state board shall serve as nonvoting members of
the commission.

(c) (TERMS.) All members shall serve a time of three years;
however, every member shall continue in office until his successor
has been duly named and qualified. When a vacancy occurs, it
shall be filled wIthin 30 days in the manner of the original
appointment and all subsequent appointees must be qualified in
the manner of the members they succeed.

5



(d) (COMPENSATION; EXPENSES.) Commission numbers shall be Paid
compensation of $35 per day for each day spent in performance of
their duties, plus ordinary and neceseary expenses in the same
anount and manner aS state employees.

(e) (EXPIRATION.) Unless specifically renewed by the Legisle-
tures the authorization for this commiasion shall expire on June
30 1977.

Sado 3 (INNERS AND DUTIES OF THE COMMISSIO_-)

(a) The commission shall meet and organize within 30 days of
its anointment. It shall elect from its membership a chairman
and such other officers as it deems necessary.

(b) The commission shall examine, by whatever means it deems app o-
priate, the impact of fluctuating school enrollments, end their
consequential effect on the quality and cost of education.

(c) The dommission shall make any investigations and conduct
any hearings necessary to accomplish its purposes.

(d) The commission may empley such professional, clerical and
technical assistants as it deems necessary in order to accomplish
its purposes.

(e) In carrying ont its objectives, the commission shall have
the right to confer with state officials and other governmental
units, and to have access to such reeorda as are necessary to
obtain needed information. The commission shall also have the
right to call upon and receive from various state departments,
agencies and institutions such technical advice and service aS
are reasonably needed to fulfill the purposes of the commission.

(f) Before January 15, 1976, the commission shall present to
the Legislature and the state board its preliminary findings and
recommendations regarding incentives for additional cooperation
among school districts. T1i optimal size of regional units of
cooperation and appropriate -facher-pupil ratios. The commission
shall present its final report to the Legislature and the state
board before January 15, 1977.

(g) Recommendations of the commission shall be given to all
school boards and school diatricts at the time they are presen ed
to the Legislature and the state board.

Sube. 4. The provisions of Uinne _ a Statutes, Section 363.01.
SutCivision 10, shall not apply to separation based on sex, of
athletic programs of educational institutions. This section
shall expire July 1, 1975.

6



sod. 5. There is hereby appropriated from tbe general fund
the sum of $30,000 for:use by the commiesion to carry out the
purposes of this section. This appropriation shall be available
until expended or until the purposes of this section are completed.

Subd. 6. Subdivision 1 to 5 shall be effective on June 1,
1974.

7



2.

A STATEMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ASSUMPTIONS FOR THE ADVISORY COUNCIL.

ON FLUCTUATING SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS

The Adviso_ Council on Fluctuating School Enrolluorts vas

organized in 1974 to "examine* by whatever means it deems

appropriate, the impact of fluctuating school enrollments and

their consequential effect on the quality and cost of education"

[Aee Laws of Minnesota, 1974, Chapter 355, Sec. 68, Subd. 3(h)].

This very brief paper outlines the assumptions about education

snatch underlie the Council's deliberations.. In general the
Council believea that while the shape of the Educational System

will look very ench the vay it is today, both the scope and the

content of education in Minnesota will change considerably between

now and the end of the century.

One may argue that these assumptions are too .conservattve

or too "safe." The Council believes that the overall structure

and purpose of education will not be substantially altered for

eome years, certainly not within the time frame which the

Council was directed to address. Evolution, not revolution will

mark the coming years for the Educational System in the state.

There is still a possibility, although the Coulail believes

it to be remote, that atartling changes might occur in American

society or in technological applications to.learr .4 which would

have such a great impact that massive restructuri .g of the

Educational System would be required. There is, .1f course, no

way of predicting such Changes; broadly defined policy cannot

accommodate total reversals of form.

Overall, the intent of the Council is to attempt to develop

a clearly articulated set of policy recommendations based on
stated assumptions and the best available pertinent information.

14



Educational Assumptions*

Contvt oi Schootino
Education will occur throughout one's life in many different
settings, but, in general, children between ages of 5 and 17
will continue to learn in one predominant setting.

2. Learning will become more closely related to its applications,
and the school will become one of a group of alternative
settings. Also, the entrance and exit points to educational
services will becone less rigid.
The public will continue to support the belief in the import-
ance of education to the society in general and to the
individual in particular. This belief will be characterized
by continuing emphasis on high program quality, accounta-
bility, and equal educational opportunity.
The goale of education will continue to be:
a. intellectual discipline and knowledge acquisition
b. citizenship and civic responsibility
c. social development and human relationships
d. moral and ethical character,
e. self-realization
f. economic independence and vocational opportunity

5. Alternative educational programs will become widely accepted.

1. The role of planning will increase narkedly in importance in
all human services, but especially in education.

2. The citizen (consumer) role in educational planning and
decision naking will expand.

Local school district structures will be revised in various
ways according to altered geographical, fiscal, and progran
matic needs.

2. State tax and finance structures will continue to be revised
in light of changing interpretations of equal educational
opportunity.
The state through statutes and regulations control will have
increased impact on educational decisions.

4. The Educational System will rely more and more on contracted
services for research, development, implementation, and eval
uation of curriculum, organization, and training.

5. Educational costa will continue to increase, and there will
be resistance to supporting a higher rate of expenditure.

6. Teacher organizations and other school employee groups will
continue to I.I'luence cducttiontl policy decisions.

sumptions aCapted from statements by Stephens, Narien, Husen,
esota State Platning Agency, Haskew, and others.

15
10



SUM(ARY OF THE
COUNCIL'S ACTIVITIES

The Advisery Council held its first meeting on September 6,
1974. Since this meeting, the Council Moved through six Phases.

The first phase involved the internal organization of the
Council and the outline of a preliminary approach to the
legislative charge; Resource peraona from state government
and other agencies made numerous presentationeOlefore the
Council in the areas of school finance, district organization,
enrollment projections, and school facilities among others
CBee page 13 fOr'a complete listing).

The second phase of the Council's activity involved address-
ing the question of regional educational service areas. The
Council devoted several meetings to collecting information
developing recommendations. Following approval of draft recommen-
dations, the Council's chairperson testified before the Senate
Subcommittee concerning Senate File 22. The Council's final
recommendations were distributed statewide, March, 1975. These
recommendations-can be found in Section D of this document.

The third phase of the Council's activitiea entailecia
careful perusal of those factors which appear to impact on the
cost and quality of education in Minnesota. Several papers
were developed by staff and others to clarify problems and help
delineate a model for thinking about the multitude of factors
involved. These papers were directed towards such topics'as:
incentives for interdistrict cooperation; school district size;
class size; cost and quality of education; and, teachers'
contracts and teacher unionization in Minnesota as each is
affected by reduction of staff or school district consolidation.

These papers and the discussions therein facilitated the
Council's preparation for the fourth phase. Eight public
hearings were held in_1975 throughout the state during the month
of October (see page 14), The purpose of the hearings were to
acquire a better understanding of how fluctuating enrollments
are affecting the local school districts and to solicit alterna-
tives from those most directly concerned with and affected by
fluctuating enrollments. The Notice of Meeting sent out to all
school board chairpersons, school superintendents, legislators,

1
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statewide organizations, and other interested persons, delineates
the areas in which the Council specifically wanted testimony
We page 15). A summary of the testimony heard can be found
on page

The fifth phase of the Council'i activities involved the
development of the preliminary report. Given the complex impact
of fluctuating enrollments upon the quality and cost of education,
the Council's primary intent in this report was to define the
problems(s) and to suggest alternative solutions.

The Council's activities for the year 1976 included further
study into the impact of fluctuating enrollments as stated
in the specific problem statements found in the preliminary report.
The examination of the impact of fluctuating school enrollments
encompassed the development and completion of special studies in
the areas of revenue, school facilities, transportation funding,
interdistrict cooperation, teacher mobility, implementation of
local district staff reduction plans, a twelve district study, an
analysis of the 1974-75 full time equivalency (FTE) professional
staff per pupil ratios (i.e., class size and numerical staffing
adequacy) and an analysis of the 1974-75 full time equivalency (FTE)
professional staff by age,experience and training levels.

In October, 1976, the Council held eight public hearings
throughout the state of Minnesota to solicit responses to tentative
recommendations from persons interested and concerned with the
impact of fluctuating school enrollments. A copy of the hearing
'schedule, the Notice of Hearing, the tentative recommendations,
and a summary of the hearing testimony can be found on pages 24-40.

The final phase of the Council's activities included the
development and publication of this final report in two volumes.
This document will be presented to the 1977 Minnesota Legislature
in January of that year.

17
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RESOURCE PERSONS WHO HAVE APPFARED BEFORE THE COWNCIL
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Gayle Anderson, State Department of Education

Fred Christiansen, State Department of Education

Eugene Eininger, State Department of Education

Marvin Gieness, Citizens League

Farley Bright, State Department of Education

Richard Wollin, Southwest and West Central Education Service
Area

Gerald Mansergh, Educational Research and Development Council--
Twin Cities

Randy Johnson, School Board Member, associate
Research and Development Council--Twin C

Hazel Reinhardt, State Demographer

Dean Honetschlager, State Planning Agency

Ellis Onstead, State Flawing Agency

Gordan Krantz, University of Ml000Sota

with Educational
ties

Yerdena Harpaz, UniVersity of Minnesota

Ellen Fitzgerald, Univerei y of Minnesota

Lynne Anderson, University of Minnesota

John Adams, Minnesota Educational Assessment Program

George Schmidt, State Teachers Retirement Board
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Hearing Schedule. OCtober, 1975

Date Time City Location

Oc ober 8 1975 7:30 p.m, Redwood Falls MN Little Theatre
Redwood Fella H gh School
5th and Lincoln St.
Redwood Fans, MN'

October 13, 1975 7 0 p.m. Roche ter, MN Student Center
John Marshall High School
1510 14th St. NW
Rochester, MN

14, 1975 4:00 p.m. St. Paul, HN Room 15
State Capitol

7:30 p,m, St, Paul, uN Room 15
State Capitol

October 21, 1975 7:30 p.m. Duluth, HN Library
New Central High School
800 E. Central Entrance
Duluth' HN

October 22, 1975 7:30 p.m. Beiuidji, MN Auditorium
Jo W. Smith Grade School
15th St.
Bemidji, MN

October 3, 1975 7:30 p.m. St. Cloud, MN Little Theatre
South Junior High
1120 So 15th Avenue
St. Cloud, MN

October 29, 1975 7:30 p.m. Fergus Falls, MN Auditorium
Junior High School
600 Friberg
Feigus Falls, MN
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Notice of Meeting - October- 1975

The Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments
a hearing at Place
MN, on (LT_

The Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments was created
by the 1974 Legislature to study "the impact of fluctuating school
enrollments and their consequential effect on the quality and cost
of education." The Council shall report its preliminary findings
and recommendations to the Legislature January, 1976. The Council
is required specifically to report on "incentives for additional
cooperation among school districts, the optimal size of regional
units of cooperation, and appropriate teacherpupil ratios."

hold

The purpose of this hearing will be to acquire a better under
standing of how fluctuating enrollments are affecting the local
school districts, and to aolicit alternatives from those concerned
with and affected by fluctuating enrollments.

The Council wishes to take testimony on the following:

1. Have fluetuating school enrollments affected the cost and
quality of your educational program? Mill they? If so, how?

2. What, if any, changes should be made in the educational
system (i.e., school organization, facilities, staffing,
financing, etc.) to meet the problems associated with
fluctuating school enrollments?

3. What implications would the following have on your school
district?
a. Regional or intermediate educational service units?
b. School district consolidation?
c. Encouraging the leasing of surplus school facilities

by those districts needing some?
d. The requirement of a certificate of need from the

state before any new school building construction
allowed?

e. Eliminating barriers to teacher mobility?
f. Increasing or eliminating levy limitations?

f. How effective has the school aid formula been in providing
for fluctuating enrollments or to recognize certain costs
associated therewith?

Enclosed are some additi nal questions that might be considered for
the hearing.

We invite you and/or members of your board, community educational
advisory board, staff, parents, or students to testify. A pre
pared statement will be appreciated. However, we also encourage
informal testimony.

2 0
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If your organization would like to present testimony _at this
meeting, pleaee contact Kay E. Jacobs, Room 724, Division of Plan-
ning and Development, Capitol Square Building, 550 Cedar Street,
St. Paul, MN 55101, Telephone: (612) 296-7429.

If you wish to suggest others in your ar-- who night testi
please let us know

W4 look forward to meeting you at the he

Kay E. Jacobs, Staff
Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enralluien

KR4ltd

Enc.

2 1
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The following questions might be considered in preparing.for the
hearing:

1. What is your school district doing to ma-ntain quality
education in light of declining enrollment, increasing
costs, etc.?
What is the impact on personnel realized by the host
districts in cooperative units as a result of declining
enrollments (i.e., tenure, seniority, staff reductions,
etc.)?
To what degree would increasing school district size by
consolidation affect transportation costs?

4. What should be the maximum length of time per day on a
school bus for elementary students and secondary students
in your district?
How would your district be affected if school district
boundaries are maintained with administrative units among
districts consolidated?
Would interdistrict cooperation increase curriculum breadth
in your district? Would there be an increased cost factor?
Should the vocational center concept be expanded to include
other subjects?

8. How have fluctuating enrollments affected the longevity and
educational level of your teachers as per salary costs?

9. What effect has fluctuating enrollments had on curriculum,
elementary and secondary?

10. What types of conditions would inhibit or enhance cooperation
among districts in your area?

11. What do you consider to be the pros and cons of interdistrict
cooperation?

12. What alternatives might be considered to facilitate teacher
mobility or portability (regional mobility or statewide
mobility)?

13. What alternatives could be considered to facilitate inter-
district use of facilities?

14. What effect have fluctuating enrollments had on your class-
room teacher-pupil ratio?

15. What alternatives might be considered in staff compensation
(i.e., consolidation of bargaining units to ease the impact
of fluctuatftng enrollments on cost)?

9 8 75
KEJ/ltd
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Tes imony From Hearings - October, 1975

The following aummary of testimony given at the hearings has
been categorized under the four questions asked in the Notice of
Hearing. These statements are not in any particular ranking of
priority or importance.

HAVE FLUCTUATINO SCHOOL EmOLI..MENTS AFFECTED THE COST AND.
QUALITY OF YOUR EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM? WILL THEY? IF SO,
HOW?

a. General consensus--defin ely

Ei6ect4,o_
a. Staff reduetion

(1) Increaaed pupil/staff ratio
(2) Increase In class size
(3) Need for alternattve staffing patterns
(4) Reduction of elementary consultants
'(5) Fewer new teachere---increase in age and experience

of teachers
b. Comprehensive programa

(1) Reduction and eliPinat __ of programa (currently in
cocurricular-and-hither level curricular courses)

c. Closing schools

a. Increasing percent of teachers at top of salary schedule
b. Increasing teachers' salaries
c. Reduction in aids; 50 percent losti in agricultural

differential
d. Economies of education cannot be made proportional to

declining enrollments
(1) Example: ElementarY can drop from 400 to 350.

District still needa educational leadership, thus
increased administration/pupil cost. Same can be
found in special services areaspecia1 staff has
remained stable.

(2 ) Reducing instructional supplies results in fewer
supplies at higher cost. (Some indicated coopera-
tive purchasing more expensive,)

(3) Inflation affects fixed charges like insurance,
fuel, utilities, and supplies.

(4) Increase in traveling of education specialists
between buildings to maintain like pupil ratios
a cost overburden results from reduced loads or
extra pay.

Inn, IF ANY, CHANGES SHOULD 131 MADE IV TEE EDUCATIONAL
SYSTEM (i.e., SCHOOL ORGANIZATION, FACILITIES, STAFFING,
FE:AMINO, ETC.) TO MEET THE MOBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH
FLUCTUATIUG SCHOOL ENROLIZENTS?

Seilqa gitept_iza.4o)

a. Incorporate prirary-intermediate concept

23
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b. Cooperation with other community agencies sUch
colleges, vocationaltechnicsl schools, etc.
(1) Educational centers
(2) Consolidation
(3) Interdistrict cooperation
(4) Regional educational service units

FacaLtiu
a Sharing facilities, renting neighboring school facilir

ties. (Some expressed geographic limitations.)
b. Obsolete facilities should be disposed of'and excess

facilities should be used for program improvement
(i.e., early childhood, community services, senior
citizens), sold or leased.

Sta a
a. Increase teacher efficiency
b. Reassess certification requirements between the voca-

tional-technical division and general certification
needs

c. Staff development for energizing experienced staff
d. Retraining for occupations outside public education
e. Early retirement programa

Finance
a. Formula adjusted to recognize higher staff coats (cate-

gorical aid for salary overburden power equalizing
concept in financing)

b. Statewide salary schedule with consideration for geo-
graphic living cost differences several mentioned
regional bargaining units)

c. Allow districts to increase local levies eneugh to
reduce maintenance deficit and then limit additional
expenditures to eq6a1 percent of additional receipts

d. Allow all districts to receive equal aid

Genetat
a. Any charges should be carefully the ,h_ -out thr_

long-range planning
b. Set educational program standards

3. IMPLICATIONS OF REGIONALIZATION, CONSOLIDATION, T4CiLITIES,
CONSTRUCTION, TEACHER MOBILITY, LEVY LIMITATIONS..

Re,joiuzZ IJteJw1ediLtte. Edaca.t&onaL SQJLVLC e Ur

a. -Support, but do-not use all service .

b. Cooperation among districts preserves local school
control and identity
Feed financial incentives for interdistrict cooperation
Regional planning must emanate within defined regions;
such planning based on mutual needs and cooperation
Possibility in sharing administrative costs for tome
programs with other school districts

C.
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f. Increased imterd _trict cooperation-a-muS
8. Useful for identifying specific areas for joint action

by two or more districta
h. Cooperative purchasing (some say no good) *

i. Provide a more efficient and effective basia for
working with general government agencies

j. Allow for consolidation of the many jurisdictional
bodies functioning at present time.

k. Provide stimulus/assistance in regional bargaining,
data proceasing, planning, teacher exchange programs,
etc.

1. Allows for increased services, economy of tax
expenditurea and efficiency

Sehoot 12aticiet ComaidWon
a. A values issue, not an educational issue
b. ----NUst consider additional transportation costs
c. May increase traveling on buses in exceso of one hour

both to and from achool
d. Negative aspects:

(1) Availability of facil_Aes
(2) Transportation
(3) Seniority of staff
(4) Loss of community control and identity

e. Positive aspects:
(1) Increased curriculum breadth (may also be achieved

to a lesser extent with interdistrict cooperation)
(2) May be feasible to consolidate the administration

and staff of adjoining district but maintain legal
entity (this can cause other problems in management
and only affect minimal savings)

Consolidation of two or three small district- only a
temporary solution
Consolidation by function rather than district consolida-
tion--example: special education, vocational education,
and data processing

Loaitg Su4p-eu4 Schoo): Facaities
a. Uherever possible, it is an alternative--usually cannot

find anyone interested in leasing or circumstances
do not allow for it

b. .Program improvement must be clearly justified before
students are moved greater distances

e. This would be unique to those few neighboring districts
where one is growing and one is declining

d. Geoglaphic distances exempt this consideration

CeJL&icac 06 Heed
a. Genelal feeling expressed ranged from definitely opposed

to possible if procedures and criteria are established
to hasten decisions

b. Might make an advisory function of the regional unit

a. Desircus but never to the extent tia_ local districts
could not employ the staff it eesires and deems quali-
fied for a position

2
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Constraints on teac _er mobility
(1) Meater contracts making it necessary to grant "X"

number of yearefor previous experience
(2) High cost of experienced,teachers

C. Few districts really need or want eXperienced teachers
d. Provide opportunities for mobilityput of the profession

(early retirement, severance pay, change retirement
specifications from age to years of service)

e. Common personnel policies within regional units
f. Rescind Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 6b (seniority

law)

g. Incentives for mobility, monetary or oth rwise, would
not guarantee that mobility would occur

h. Provide special reimbursement to growing districts to
hire veteran teachers

i. Make salaries equitable for transferring teachers
Jo Enabling pension plan coordination
ko Voluntary teacher exchange programs
1. Making part-time teaching positions available

Make tenure application uniform
n. "Trial" transfers
o. Permit special leaves or financial assistance to

teachers who prefer to work elsewhere, outside of
education

p. Keep seniority law from interfering with program
offerings of school districts

go Allow senior teachers part-time employment with credit
toward retirement figured at a prorated factor of per-
cent of time worked

r. Give credit for military service for retirement purposes
to all staff regardless of whether they were employed
in a district prior to going into the service.

s. Consider the-possibility-of-establishing a-faculty
consortium with several states because of transportability
of pension. This prograr could befunded under the
Education Commission of the States

t. Statewide salary scLdole v:ithj;ccgraphic considerations

ELA

Elimination would increase local authority and accounta-
bility

b. To increase ot elit- .ate limitations for specific cause
or reasons such as fringe benefits for higher-wages

c. increase levy limitation enough to reduce maintenance
deficit and then limit them to additional expenditures
equal to percent of additional receipts

d. Either action would restore options for program improve-
ment

e. Consider levies for Publicolcyces ketirament Asso,cia-
tion (PERA) and social security

f. This would definitely improve the ability of a dist-ict
to finance its prczn.::

2 6
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HOW EFFECTIVE HAS THE SCHOOL AID FORMULA BEEN IN PROVIDING
FOR FLUCTUATING ENROLLMENTS OR TO RECOGNIZE CERTAIN COSTS
ASSOCIATED THEREWITH?

'Foundation aids do not increase proportionately with
the Equalization Aid Review Committee (EARC) and local
assessed valuation; thus decrease in aid

b. Elementary units could be reevaluated and weighted
1.2 units

c& State support for Edu_ tional Service Agency (ESA) pro-
grama

d. Formula should allow districts to plan for a or
three-year period for the education of students
presently flowing through the school district
Everyone should receive equal amounts of foundation
aid (low-spending districts should not be penalized)

f. Adjustments in the foundation aid formula were not
enough to offset deficit spending caused by c low
pupil/certificated staff ratio; comprehensive program
offerings and inflationary coats

g. Provide same method for dealing with multiple year
remaining costs, such as higher staffing costs (several
referred to salary overburden)

ADDITIONAL RESPONSES

a. Length of time on a bus--no more than one hour each way
or no more than 30 minutes each way

b. Interdistrict cooperation may increase curriculum
breadth and, depending on the district, increase costs

c. Expanding the vocational center to include other func-
tiona could be considered

d. The relationship of the school, the home, and the
community today makes it imperative that human factors
as well as statistical factors be considered (the
values, interests, support and participation of lay
citizens may well be the most important ingredient to
consider).

e. Develop a resource pool of experts to be used by
districts in such matters as developing a good data
base and the demographic characteristics of a district
alternative uses of facilities, preparation of community
for enrollment problems
Utilize army helicopters for transPortation in sparsely
populated areas

GENERAL PERCEPTIONS OF TESTIMONY

The term "some" in the following statements indicates that
the extent to which the following occurs cannot_be stated
AP,Pifically and should not be used to gj1;17-111Te-the condition
to all districts. it appears these conditions are influenced by
legislation, school district size, budgetary status, management
skills in planning, and extent of cooperative efforts (either

-.fornal or no ormal).
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" districts are experiencing

Decrease in enrollment, decrease in state aid, increase in
the local tax effort, decrease in reserve funds approaching
deficit spending, increase in program (especially mandated pro-
grama), decrease in classroom teachers at elementary level.

Decrease in enrollment, decrease in state aid, increase in
local tax effort deficit spending, decrease in student activ-
ity programB, decrease in classroom teachers (primarily in
elementary and secondarily at the junior high level).

Decrease in enrollment, decrease in state aid, increase in
local tax effort deficit spending, decrease in all program
levels, decrease in classroom teachers at the elementary and
secondary levels, decrease in educational consultants, administration
and special assignments.

Increase in enrollment planning for continued growth minimal
consideration of future/potential decline.

The school districts appear to be at different entry levels
to the financial and educational impact of fluctuating school
enrollment. "Some" school districts feel they are offering the
best program they can give their revenue and resources. "Some"
districts are explicit about state government intrusion in the
educational system. "Some" districts want assistance in planning
basL,.1 un enrollment trends and alternatives to meet their needs.

2 8
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Rearing Schedule - QctObe 1976 .

Day/Date City Location

!itber 6, 1976.f

* Thursday, October 7, 1976

730 p.m. Redwood Falls Little Theatre

Redwood Falls High School

5th and Lincoln Street

Redwood Falls, Minnesota

Tuesday - October 12, 1976 7:30 p.m. St. Paul Room 15

State Capital

St. Paul, Minne ota

Wednesday - October 13, 1976 7:30 p.m. Rochester Student Center

John Marshall High School

1510 14th Street NW

Rochester. Minnesota

Thursday - October 14 1976 7:30 p.m. Minneapolis Cormissioner's Meeting Room

Located on A Level (one level

below street level)

Hennepin County Government Center

Minneapolis, Minnesota

Wednesday - October 20, 1976 730 p.m. Ouluth Central Administration Building

Lake Avenue and 2nd Street

Board Room, 2nd floor

Duluth, Minnesota

Tuesday - October 19, 1976 730 p.m. Bemidji J. W. Smith - Auditorium

Elementary School

Between'15th and 16th Streets

Bemidji, Minnesota

Tuesday . October 26, 1976 7.30 p.m. St. Cloud Little Theatre

South Junior High School

1120 South 15th Avenue

st. Cloud, Minnesota

Wednesday - October 27. 1975 7:30 p.m. Fergus Falls Junior High School Auditorium

500 Firberg

Fergus Falls, Minnesota



Notice of Meeting - October, 1976

The Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments will
hold a hearing at CPlace)
MN, on Date 1976, at

The Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments was created
by the 1974 Legislature to study "the impact of fluctuating school
enrollments and their consequential effect on the quality and cost
of education." The Council shall report its findings and recom-
mendations to the Legislature in January, 1977. The Council is
required specifically to report on "incentives for additional
cooperation among school districts, the optimal size of regional
units of cooperation, and appropriate teacher-pupil ratios."

The purpose of this hearing is to acquire an understanding of how
the following tentative recommendations may affect the local school
districts, and to solicit alternatives from those concerned with
and affected by fluctuating school enrollments.

We invite you and/or members of your board, community educational
advisory board, staff, parents, or students to testify. A pre-
pared statement will be appreciated. However, we also encourage
informal testimony.

If your organization would like to present testimony at this meeting,
please contact Kay E. Jacobs, Room 724, Division of Planning and
Development, Capitol Square Building, 550 Cedar Street, St. Paul,
Minnesota, 55109 (Telephone: 612-296-7429).

A copy of the Hearing Schedule has been enclosed should you not
be able to attend the hearing in your area but wish to attend another
meeting in the state.

If you wish to suggest others in your area who might testify, please
let us know.

We look forward to meeting you at the hearing.

Van D. Mueller, Chairperson
Advisory Council on
Fluctuating School Enrollments

VDM:amz

Enclosure

3 1
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RECOMMENDAT ONS

The Comm 1 wishes to take testimony on the following recommenda ons:

A. Stalging FtexibaZty

1 . The Legislature should encourage the State Department of
Education or the Educational Cooperative Service Units to
serve as a clearinghouse for teacher-exchange programs and
for information concerning school district cooperative
staffing arrangements especially in such specialized areas
as foreign language, p vsics/chemistry, advanced mathematics;
noninstructional support _Irvices such as counseling, librar-
ians, health personnel and other special services staff; and
administrative staff curriculum directors, research and
development directors, supervisors, etc.

2. The Legislature should establish a-statewide or a series
of regional "teacher corps." Members of the corps could
remain employees of their hcme district; thus, retain all
seniority, pension, and salary benefits therein. They
could, however, serve in another district with the state
paying the differential in salary betw-ln teacher's salary
and the home district's base salary and with the other
district paying the latter. The members of the corps could
be experienced teachers selected from declining enrollment
districts and, if the members of the corps are to be volun-
teers, a state bonus may be a necessary incentive.

The Legislature or State Department of Education should
encourage teacher mobility by providing special reimbursement
to growing districts which are willing to hire veteran
teachers from declining districts by encouraging collective
bargaining agreements that do not set ceilings on the amount
of longevity credit for service elsewhere, by making uniform
probationary periods for teachers new to the district and by
mounting a campaign to inform teachers about the existing
portability of their pension benefits. The special reimburse,-
ment should be equal to the added costs to the hiring dis-
trict.

4. The Legislature should continue the Eligible Teacher Program
(Minnesota Statute 124.611) and expand it to include experi-
enced teachers from declining districts. The reimbursement
aid should be increased to 100%.

The Legislature should not provide fiscal incentives for the
sharing of administrative staff.

The Legislature should authorize_extended leaves of absence
without pay not to exceed two (2) years for teachers with at
least seven (7) years experience in a district. Teachers
reinstated after the leave of absence would.retain seniority
and continuing contract rights in the district as though he/
she had been teaching during the period of the leave.

32
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Ctaa4 Size

The relationship between class size and fluctuating school
enrollments and its impact on the cost and quality of educe ion
is.unclear. Sufficient data is not available to support a.

recommendation in this area.

C. Unuque4te4 Leave o Ab.sence

1. .The Legislature should rev ew and clarify Minnesota 125.12,
Subd. 6a, t&goZi4ted Unx''aeoted Lcizue. a, A a Subd. 6b,
U Saw:au

tliTTOWing ways:

a. Clarify the process o staff reduction for all certificated
positions.

ee
es o a cer ica e posi ions

b. Clarify the reduction procedures should consolidation
occur to insure continuing contract rights and seniority
to all certificated staff.

c. Define the purposes of this policy:

. "Teachers" to mean a principal supervisor, classroom
teacher, and any other professional employee required
to hold a certificate except superintendent and assist-
ant superintendent.

"Qualified" to mean a teacher who has a ma or in the
subject matter or field taught, and has successfully
had experience in such subject matter within the past
five years.

. "Subject matter or field" should be consistent with
State Department of Education requirements for
certification.

. "Seniority" to mean full-time continuing contract teachers
and shall exclude probationary teachers, substitutes,
part-time teachers, substitutes, part-time teachers,
and those teachers who are acting incumbents for teachers
on authorized leave of absence.

d. All school districts (cities of 1st class and independent
districts) in Minnesota should be treated equally under
the law.

chen Exit

1. The Legislature should provide a plan incorporating sta_e-
local funding to support severance pay provisions which
encourage earlY retirement.

3 3
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The Le islature should not lower the age limit for recipients
of full retirement benelits as a means of meeting the problems
of declining enrollments.

The Legislature should provide funds for the retraining
of teachers and reemployment assistance both in and out
of teaching.

Foundation Aid Fo4muta

1. The foundation aid formula for declining school distr cts
should be changed to extend the special credit for enroll-
ment change over a three year period. This could be
accomplished by counting .6 pupil unit for each unit of
decline the first year, .3 pupil unit the second year, and
.1 pupil unit the third year.

2. The Legislature should continue without change the fast
growth enrollment factor in the foundation aid formula.

34 The Le islature should continue to reexamine on an annual
or biennial basis the allocation of state/local support for
education using a 70/30 percent state/local ratio as a
measure of equity. The Council is particularly concerned
that given constant levy mileage limitations the recent
inflationary increases in property valuations may lead to
excessive real property taxes and hence excessive local
effcrt. This would erode the equity and equalization
aspects of the foundation aid formula.

The Legislature should provide within the foundation aid
formula provisions for the professional training of all
certificated staff. This provision should account for the
levels of training on an index basis.

The Legislature should retain the present pupil unit weighting
for kindergarten, elementary, and secondary students.

The Legislature should revise the cm-rent levy limitation
to (1) incorporate a "power-equalized" or equal dollar
for equal effort provision for any oxcess levy; (2) allow
local school board discretion on excess levies to a maximum
of 5 mills on EARC valuation; and (3) maintain the referendum
provision for levies in excess of 5 mills on EARC valuation.

8. The Legislature should provide full state funding for school
district fixed costs associated with district contributions
to Public Employees Retirement Association (PERA), and
Social Security (FICA).

9. The Legislature should provide within the foundation aid formula
provisions for adjustments to the pupil unit base to reflect
cost differentials attributable to sparsity of pupil populations.

3 4
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TnanApontation Aid Fonmula

1. The Legislature should not amend the transportation aid
formula to provide for reimbursement levels adjusted for
charges in the Wholesale Price Index.

The Legislature should amend the transportation aid formula
to provide full state funding for the transportation of
handicapped students for all expenses above the 128% allowable
costs.

The Legislature should expand the transportation aid formula
to include allowable costs for specified student activity
transportation needs (field trips, athletics, music, debate,
etc.) and for interdistrict cooperative programs transporta-
tion needs.

Educational. P4ogaam

i. The Legislature should support a study on the cost and quality
of current educational services in school districts by size of
district and expenditure levels. This study should focus,
not only on the number and types of educational offerings, but
also on the F.T.E. staff capability related to the program.

The Legislature should define minimum educational standards
or require the State Department of Education to make such a
definition. Sufficient funds should then be allocated through
foundation aid to allow each school district to meet program
standards providing the school district is of sufficient size
to Justify, economically, offering the program.

Coopenation

1. The State Board of Education should seek statutory authority
to adopt administrative rules and regulations that would
serve as incentives to interdistrict cooperation and provide
for orderly development of cooperative interdistrict programs.

The Legislature should continue to fund the Educational
Cooperative Service Units for a second year at the same level
of support granted in year one.

The Legislature should amend the ECSU statute to allow for
the governance of the ECSU by lay citizens selected on a
proportional basis by local school board members, with
advice and counsel from a board of administrators.

4. The Legislature should amend the ECSU statute to require
all local school districts to participate in planning
activities on a regular basis.



CoroLLdaton

1. The Legislature should provide fiscal incentives to encourage
the consolidation of small districts. This should be more
than a planning grant including one or all of the following:

A prorated grant based on the size of the new district.

A flat grant guaranteeing the new district a given number
of dollars for a fixed number of years. The threshold for
securing this aid should be an enrollment of at least
850 pupils in the new district.

A shared cost formula to finance school fac11ties cons o-
tion and/or renovation.

ent

1. The Legislature should provide the appropriate funds, on a
continuous basis, for the training and re raining of
selected management personnel in thbDtil lation of manage-
ment systems.

The Legislature should provide appropriate funds to enable
the State Board of Education in cooperation with other
state administrative agencies and legislative research units
to develop and implement a school district management moni-
toring system to include the following components: enrollment
data, revenue data, resource allocation data, service/program
capability data, outcome/productivity data, and elementary
and secondary school building data.

The Legislature should amend Minnesota Statute 123.741-742
to incorporate into the mandated annual reports to be made
available to the public a report on anticipated changes in
enrollment and their impact on the cost/quality of educa-
tional programs, facilities, and services.

The Educational Cooperative Service Units should be required
to provide the leadership and training for projecting local
school district enrollment trends and provide adequate
funding to carry out this mandate.

5. The Legislature should continue to support and encourage the
office of the State Demographer in all efforts made to
continually study the historical patterns of enrollment
changes, the development of assessment devices, and the
collection of a more reliable data base for the analysis
of enrollment change.

The Legislature should not mandate a provision of regional
bargaining units in Minnesota Statute Pubtic Emptoyment Labot
Retation4 Act

_
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Feta-tat:ea

Local school districts should promote the concept of
cooperative purchasing of goods and services through the
Educational Cooperative Service Units or other govern-
mental units.

2. The Legislature should provide fiscal incentives for the
leasing or sharing of school facilities and/or buildings
between school districts, public or nonpublic. This may
be supplementary to the existing additional capital outlay
levy found in Minnesota Statute 275.125, Subd. 12, (1975
Supplement).

The Legislature should require all school districts to
submit school construction proposals for projects in excess
of $50,000 to the State Board of Education for review and
comment.

The State Board of Educat on should provide a facilities
planning manual or ad hoc committees of facilities experts
to the local school districts which would provide alterna-
tives for the disposal of obsolete and excess facilities.

The Legislature should develop and fund a shared cost
formula to finance school facilities construction and/or
renovation.

6. The State Department of Education should provide funds,
through a shared-cost formula, as incentive for the lease/
purchase or renovation of existing modular/relocatables or
the construction of new modular units, in districts where
there is reason tl believe the pupil population is unstable
or is projected to decline in future years.

7. The State Department of Education should develop a standard
set of specifications for new modular/relocatable units
(basic unit) to help insure low local maintenance, and ease
of relocation at minimal cost to the state.

8. The State Department of Education and/or the ECSUs should
maintain a state file/listing of their specifications and
availability and provide funds for the relocation of such
units as necessary throughout the state.

37
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Supplementary List of Recommendations - October, 1976

In addition to the recommendations sent with the Notice of Meeting,
the Council is also considering the following recommendations:

Educational _Mobile Units: The Legislature should provide funds for
the purchase and use of educational mobile units in those sparsely
populated areas (students travel time exceeds one hour to or from
school) in which the quantity and quality of education cannot be
maintained or enhanced through inter-district cooperation or
consolidation._ These mobile units might provide educational services
such as driver's education, science laboratories, model offices,
et cetera.

Teacher Supplynand Demand: The Legislature or the State Board of
Education should conduct an annual study on the supply and demand
of public education teachers by area of certification and program
need. This study should be conducted in cooperation with the higher
education institutions in the state of Minnesota. Information
gathered from the annual study should be utilized annually to provide
appropriate career counseling for undergraduates. This is not
intended to encourage controls on individual career choices.

Issuance of ContinuingContracts: The Legislature should amend
Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subdivision 3, ritobatiena/ty Petiod,
and Subdivision 4, Tetmination oic ContAact Wet P4obationaty Petiod,
by changing the official date for renewal of teaching contracts from
April 1 to May 15. This change in the renewal date would provide
flexibility in educational, fiscal, and personnel planning at the
local level.

Professional Ex erience Provision: The Legislature should provide
within the foundation aid formula provisions for the professional
experience of all certificated staff. This provision may be based
on a staff experience index or adjustments to the pupil unit base
to reflect the experience levels.

_Class Size: The Legislature should not enact legislation which
provides apecial aids to school districts to maintain an specified
cIass size as a means to alleviate the fiscal and educational problems
associated with fluctuating school enrollments.

Correction - School Construction Pro o-als: The Legislature should
require a 1 school districts _o submit school construction proposals
for projects in excess of $250,000 to the State Board of Education
for review and comment
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Testimony from Hearings - October, 1976

The following summary of testimony given that 'le October,
1976 hearings has been categorized under six major headings:
(1) personnel, (2)-educational program, (3) revenue, (4) organ-
ization/governance, (5) transportation, (6) school buildings.
The statements are not in any order of priority.

PERSONNEL

Stai6 ng Ftexibitity/MobiZity

a. There should be measures to support statf mobility between
school districts experiencing fluctuating school enrollments.

b. Ideally, providing monetary incentives to encourage mobility
has merit. However, from a practical standpoint, the in-
centives would have to be quite substantial since, as so
so many studies show, job satisfaction is not related to
money alone.

c. I strongly support some action which leads to the reduc ion
of ceilings on longevity transferrable from one district to
another for all teachers in all districts not only in growing
districts. This would encourage mobility of teachers generally,
create greater flexibility in staffing patterns in all dis-
tricts, and make a contribution to the general improvement
of education.

d. llhile there is undoubtably some merit in making it possible
to share tealchers and there are many reasons why the welfare
of teachers and their security is important, it does not
appear prudent for the state to guarantee complete security
to any group of people. At any given time there is only so
much money in the educational pot and the priority should
be on the education of boys and girls, not on employee
security.

e. The clearinghouse and teachers corps concepts are attempts
to establish a procedure to support a segment of the labor
force that is now a victum of normal supply and demand trends
and certainly should not and would not be tolerated by others
similarily situated.

f. The clearinghouse concept has implications for statewide
teacher tenure. It utilizes teachers as tjourneymentt and
could affect continuity in buildings.
In response to the recommendations about a clearinghouse
and a teachers corps, I must indicate that we have existing
placement agencies and employment offices, we do not need
to create another bureaucracy to serve the same purpose.

h. These staffing recommendations are only another step toward
reorganization.

i. I do not believe I can agree with the clearinghouse concept.
We are, in many cases, too far down the road toward re-
organization and regionalization.

3 9

33



T chet Exit
a. Early retirement

(1) The cost of lowering the age limit for recipient.s of
full retirement be-efits is extremely expensive. Perhaps
some provisions can be found whereby individuals can
retire somewhat earlier with full benefits and with a
greater personal contribution to the fund.

(2) I question adding to local costs on early retirement.
I do feel legislative attempts should be made to lower
the age limits for recipients of full tithe retirement
benefits providing the involved teachers are willing
to assume a larger share of payments into the fund.

3) The Legislature should lower the age for retirement
benefits if the cost is not prohibitive.

(4) The Legislature should lower the age limit for recipients
of full retirement benefits and make up the amount for
which early retirees are penalized. Unless such action
is taken, few will retire early.

(5) If it were possible to increase, for those interested,
the percentage of monies going into retirement benefits,
I believe lowering the age from 62 to 60 or 55 would
encourage greater number of teachers with 30 years of
experience, or thereabout, to leave teaching earlier.

b. Severance pay
(1) State-local funding to support severance pay provisions

which encourage early retirement is in effect an early
retirement. Can the state of Minnesota afford the cost?

(2) The severance pay provision might be advantageous under
one set of circumstances which can be adapted to individual
districts. However, if we are going to pay people to
exit, why not design a system which will also provide
services commensurate with those dollars expended?
The two or three experiences we have had with severance
pay would imply that state funding for this particular
plan is not necessary, since it takes only one year
after an experienced staff member who earns $20,000 per
year leaves, and is paid severance pay, is replaced by
a $10,000 per year teacher to make up the difference in
cost.

We believe that it would be irresponsible to recommend
a plan incorpprating state/local funding to support
severance pay plans to encourage early retirement.
Unless severance pay was very high it is doubtfull that
it will encourage anyone to retire early unless a
teacher has some other assured source of income.

c. Unrequested leave of absence
(1) Why-do we need to spend more money to encourage mobility

of experienced teachers when all the Legislature has
to do is change the current seniority law to make
seniority transferrable from district to district. The
present law is stagnating and inflexible. It destroys
whatever free enterprise exists in the system.

(2) The Council's recommended changes in the unrequested
leave of absence law clarify ambiguities and restructures
priorities in favor of those who receive educational
services.

4
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The law reauired school districts to negotiate unrequested
leave of absence policies. There should be no inter-
ference in that process now. Boards of education and
teachers ought to be given credit for the expertise they
have in recognizing and working to solve and prevent
problems at the local leVel.

(4) While there is concurrence that the present unrequested
leave of absence law should be clarified as to the
definition of teacher (i.e., inclusion or exclusion of
the superintendent in the definition), some protection
should be afforded the superintendent in terms of sub-
stantive and procedural due process before his/her
contradt would be terminated. A minimum contract term
should be considered.

(5) It is our opinion that the unrequested leave of absence
law should allow the local negotiating units and the
school boards as mudh latitude in negotiations as
possible.

ch. Extended Leaves of absence
(1) The Legislature should authorize extended leaves of

absence. There would be no problem with this if school
boards did not have to guarantee the teacher their
position and if there were-a provision which would
prohibit the use of "nuisance" short term leaves for
two or three months.

(2) Many districts grant two years leave of 'absence to
teachers for various reasons. There is no need for
the Legislature to mandate such leaves.. This should
remain at the discretion of the local school hoard.

Retraining of staff
(1) Why should the state be responsible for the retraining

of a specialized segment of the work force?
(2) Why should the Legislature retrain teachers any more

than it should retrain other citizens required to
change occupations? Teachers, by virtue of degrees,
should be better prepared for a variety of occupations
than most of our citizens.

2. EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM

etah4 Size

a. The special need for low staff-Student ratios in inner city
schools cannot be ignored.

b. The relationship between class size, fluctuating enrollments
and its Impact on the cost is near to being directly pro-
portional. A decrease in class size increases cost in most
instances. The, subject of class size and the impact it has
on educational cost needs close examination.

c. While every effort must be made to keep class sizes as small
as possible, the determination must be made at the local
level. It would seem over-regulatory for the state to develop
rigid class size ratios.

d. We do believe that lower class sizes produceanore opportunity
for learning by the individual student and insofar as being
fiscally responsible, class sizes should be kept at an
acceptable level.

41
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The definition of minimum standards might lead torequired
consolidation of_emaller schools Do we really mean it
when we say, that the "schools belong to the people"?
The Legislature is not the proper party to determine
minimum-edudational standards for all,the students in the
state of Minnesota-_If they,are to be the reeponsible
patty for thie definition, then it would appear that local
school dietricts and local control are a,thing of the past.

e. Minimum educationaletandards should be the responsibility
Of'the local school district with broad goal statements
whidh have programmatic implications established by the
State Department of Education.

d. If foundation aide are allocated on the basis of meeting
educational standards, our school district will rapidly
deteriorate.

e. State minimum educational standards would have the effect of
reducing our existing state quality educational program to
fixed areas without recognizing theyariance of needs and
aspirations of students, parents and communities.
"Minimum educational standards" needs to be defined. Doee
it mean taYprogram of studies, (b) graduation credits, or
(c) meeting certain test requirements in certain areas of
study? If such standards are established and funds are
supplied, does this imply a sharply restricted curriculum
based on funds granted to suppprt these standards? Does
it leave any local option? Does the standard provide for
special services as well as curriculum?
We express concern over the Council's apparent desire to set
minimum standards. It would appear desireable to explore
alternative ways to fund education with the.local community
determining appropriate programs with less emphasis on the
yet undefined term "quality education".

h. If it is accepted that educational opportunities should be
equal for all students within our state, then some of the
programs in the rural areas should be given additional
economic support. A program for a small group of students
in rural Minnesota will cost more per pupil than in a large
school district. This high cost should not be considered
a deterrent these student's rights to the same program
received by students in the urban area.

COSc_a_ildZati4,Stady

a. The recommendation regarding the cost and quality study of
educational programs should receive the highest priority.
This study should also include non-public schools since
they also receive revenue from the state and should be under
the same scrutiny as the public schools.
Any effective study of the cost and quality of educational
services must be coupled by the comparable pupil range. The
extremely diverse population of the central cities in the
seven county area is substantially different than any other
district in the state.
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c. The recommendations on the educational program seem to
support a concept of legislative control rather than local
control.

d. The quality of education cannot be measured.

REVEME

Enuttment Facto&D

a. Attention must be given to foundation aids for districts
facing declining enrollments.

b. Changing the declining enrollment factor in the foundation
aid formula would be helpful on a temporary basis.

c. The three-year proposal for reduction of aids warranta
consideration.

d. We endorse the recommended changes in the foundation aid
formula to extending the special credit for enrollment
change over a three-year period and that all districts
should be included in its application.

e. By extending the special,credit ofr enrollment change
we are just procrastinating and not forcing districts to
come to grips with the problem at hand.

Fast Gtowth Factotr_

a. The fast growth factor whould be incorporated with capital
outlay costs.

70/30 State/Locat SappoAt

a. Because of the inflationary increases in assessed valuation
the difference between the state and local support levels
has become smaller each year. :The Legislature should look
at a small sample of school districts over the last three
or four years. They may be surprised at the effects inflation
has had on the "Minnesota Miracle".

The Legislature should reexamine the allocation of state/
local support levels on an annual basis.

c. The growth in the assessed valuations is the fundamental
problem and perhaps further limits on how much it can increase
in any one year should be set; particularly, when the rate
of increase far exceeds the rate of income.

0 _Co_1:6

a. There should be state support for school districts fixed
costs associated with district contributions to PERA, FICA
and municipal retirement programs.

b. The Legislature may censider allowing an excess levy to
cover the school districts fixed costs.

c. The state pays the TRA in social security for certificated
staff. The same should apply to PERA and social security
for non-certificated staff.
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This might be Of some assistance to those districts with
a mature staff, but it might also encourage negotiating
groups to spend most of their time and emphasis on increasing
the index ratios, wherein more money is given for credits
earned.

High expenditure, declining enrollment distriets are often
staffed by highly traineCand experienced teachers.
Special aids in this area should take into account the
differences in salary maximums between urban and rural districts.
The Legislature should provide additional aid for those
districts that have sixty percent or more of their teach-
at the top of the salary schedule.

e. High staff costs associated with a high level of professional
training place an inordinate burden on a district's ability
to finance its educational program.
Years of experience are not a controllable factor but the
"degree lanes" are established by local school districts.
Any index developed, therefore, should give more emphasis
to experience and actual degrees than to degree lanes.

Powelt Eqw4t4g4

a. Tbe Legislature should allow local school board discretion
on excess levies to a maximum of five (5) mills on EARC
property valuations and maintain the referendum provision
for levies in excess of five (5) mills.

b. Power equalization is a good idea from an equality point
of view. Discretionary excess levies would solve the
problems of unique one year types of expenses incurred
when opening new schools, or in the transition period
when closing schools.

c. This is an excellent provision provided employee groups
do not simply expect this "extra" levy to be used for
salary alone. No program should be eliminated if the exra
levy if made.

titt

a. The Legislature should provide special aids in the foundation
aid formula to reflect the increased costs due to the
sparsity of pupil populations.

Mand.goity_Eivgitain C046

a. The Legislature should provide one hundred percent reimbursement
to a school district for costs in excess of the average
per pupil cost for mandated programs and services.

b. The impact of special education tuition places a school dis-
trict in serious financial trouble with no other choice than
to cut staff or programs in some other areas. We do not
receive near the amount of special aids necessary to cover
these costs.
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c. The Legislature must continue to look at its consistent
pattern of reqniring service to handicapped pupils without
adequate funding sources available for local schools while
we advocate the educational needs being met of handicapped
pupils. The pressure on the local district dollar to provide
these seri:dees has been accelerating more rapidly than local
districts can handle. _Fart of the problem is the continual
development of new mandated services by the Legislature with-
out adequate funding provided.

4. ORGANIZATION/GOVERNkNCE

Corm atiziatio rt.

a. We support the need for state incentives to encourage
consolidation of small school districts.

b. Consolidation is one of the avenues to providing effective
programs.
I think we are hiding our heads in the sand in the state if
we do not face up to the inevitable problem of legislative

action to facilitate consolidation of small school districts.
Equalizing educational opportunity is not possible if we
continue to fund small school districts.
Yiscal incentives for school district consolidation could
be handled throligh adjustmentS in the foundation aid formula.
It is certainly realistic to suppose that consolidation will
be considered by school districts as population declines.

e. School consolidation and the aftermath of school consolidation
has probably been the biggest thorn in the side to school
district operation.

f. While consolidation appears inevitable, there should be
no consolidation where the transportation of K-3 level
students is'required.

g. Local school districts should be permitted to continue to
educate their children as they see fit.

Coopeta4ow

a. It should be clearly evident that cooperative service units
do perform a function at a lower cost before additional
funding is continued.
Cooperation should be fostered by fiscal incentives which
allow districts to provide service to students at a reduced
cost. Flexibility in utilizing funds is also extremely
important. In some cases cooperation leads to more
programming which means more money.

c. Interdistrict cooperative programs can be supported only if
there is voluntary participation of respective schools.

Educationat Coo eJLa.tLve Setvice Uaitó

Participation in the ECSU's should be encouraged, not mandated.
B. The ECSU's should serve the participating districts, not control.
C. The ECSU's should not be made an arm of the state. If they

are to be successful there should not be any tampering with
the current basic philosophy._
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a. rfthe State Board has statutory authority to develop and
adopt administrative rules snd regulations for thedevelop-
ment of cooperative programs, it then has the power to
legislate out of existence small school districts. This
is a dangerous move.

b. Additional powers to the State Board to develop these rules
and regulations would further burden the overworked adminis-
tration of the school districts.

&2111sine1t

a. Those recommendations regarding management training should
be guidelines under the leadership'of the Department of
Education.

b. Unless We have legislative financial support for the employment
of personnel and training of personnel it will be difficult
for districts to keep up with the proliferation of additional
management tasks required of the districts. It is becoming
more and more difficult to administer school districts with-
out adding administrative help. Educational Cooperative
Service Units or Cooperatives are not the answer to all of
these concerns.

SPORTATION

a. Additional transportation aids in areas of sparse populations
should be considered.

b. Transportation aids should include educational field trips,
but not extracurricular costs.

c. The school districts should receive full state funding for
the transportation of handica0Ped students.

6. SCHOOL BUILDINGS

a. The Legislature should provide aid to districts which modify
buildings to accommodate added students and programs as other
buildings are closed in line with declining enrollments.

b. The Legislature should not help pay for school facilities
or renovation.

c. Fiscal incentives should be provided to encourage the leasing
or sharing of school buildings.

d. To assist and encourage school districts to upgrade their
educational facilities or to build new facilities, the state
could increase the state's contribution in the Debt Redemption
Levy by increasing the homestead credit percentage to the
consolidated district.
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MINNESOTA STATEWIDE
ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS

Preface

The Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enro Imenta wee
organized in 1974 to "examine, by whatever means it deems appro-
priate, the impact of fluctuating school enrollments and their
_onsequential effect on the quality and cost of education" [Zee
Section A-I: Laws of Minnesota, 1974, Chapter 355, Sec. 68, Sub. 3(b)).

This paper addresses the baseline concern-of what those
fluctuationa-in enrollment will be, when they are likely to
occur, and where they are most likely to be located.

Subsequent papers issued by the Council will be based on the
framework of population projections generated in this paper,
subject to revision according to the availabilitflof revised data
from agencies charged with the provision of that information,
especially the State Planning Agency, the office of the State
Demographer, and the State Department of Education.

Projections

It is a cliche to say that one cannot predict the future.
To compensate for this inability, humanity assumes that tomorrow
will be very much like today. The probabilities are that such
a belief is generally correct. But if one is interested in a
longer range period, 10 years for example, the probabilities
of being accurate attenuate rather quickly. Although one might
feel (rather than know) that the world of 1985 is going to be
quite different from our world in 1975, one cannot have any cer-
tainty as to which dimensions of life might be very different and
whichmight closely resemble those of today.

The human condition is such that most persons either do not
think about 1985, or do not wish to. When they do, it is likely
that the general belief is that life will not chaie very much
between now and then.
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At a deeper-Jovel, however, y la not true.
person born:two generations

ago_might_have_foreseen_the_wide_
spreAd use of tha4Utomobile, ha not round-trip roast trival tothe-moon. Nor could anyone have Imagined the expension.of man's
inhumanity to man from cannon shells to nuclear bombs in relatively .few yeare.

Thera is an apparent_contradiction--on
tha one hand, we do

not like to predict a different future .for oureelves, and on the
other hand we knol that the future will boa good deal differen6
from vhat We know now. In fact, there is an array of futures
waiting to become'realityi not just:one monolithic future.
Whatever emergea will depend to a large extent on what is done
to define* shape, and implement *vents of programs or policies.
From the range of alternatives, both desirable and undesirable,
btwiantty can influence what eventually occurs.

In order to think about the shaping of the future, we need a
good many tools which transcend the capacity of human intuition.
Fortunately, more accurate recordkeeping of our recent history,
the technological capacity of computers, increasingly sophIsti..
cated statistical techniques, and highly skilled people to manage
the interaction of ideas and machinery are available to tte.

The case under examination in this instance, that of population,is especially susceptible to reasonably accurate projection.
(Compare the quality of population estimates over the next 10 years
to trying to estimate something like changes in the American value
system, for example.)

Minnesota is the second state in the country to utilize a
demographer to develop various kinds of population projections.
State agencies will be using data provided by the State Demo-
grapher in their planning; for perhaps the first time, there will
be a commonality of data across agencies, a situation which will
both permit and encourage better comparisons of data and more
accurate planning. Heretofore, planning based on population was
performed by each agency according to its generally noncomparable
needs and by persons of varying degrees of skill.

The challenge of this Council involves fluctuating enrollm_ ts.
It in important to have a clear picture about the size. of the
school-age population.now, how much that population will change
in size and composition in future, and how it will be distributed
around the state. Once those patterns begin to emerge, the
implications for other aspects of educational policy will also
become more apparent.

One does not have to project very far into the future to
perceive the approximate shape and size of the population of
school youngsters in Minnesota. Those children will not enter
school until 1980, shall all have been born by the end of this
summer, and they shall be in our schools until about 1993. Those
born only five years from now will tot leave school until about
1998. Children born in the famous year 1984 will not leave
secondary school.until after the next century has begun. In
other words, short-range projections of birth rates (e.g., for
theyears between 1975 and 1980) will suggest the impact of
enrollments on schools from 1985-98.
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flafore a perusal of where Minnesota ii likely to find itself
in the future, it is useful to examine the recent petit in terms
of the state population.

Between 1960 and 1970, the total population of Minnesota
grew by 391,000 from 3,414,000 to.3,805,000, an'incresse of 11.5
per ant over the population living in.the state in 1960. Mile
the metropolitan areas of the state grew by 19 percent, nonmatro?,
politan areas increased by only 3 percent. ftarly 90 percent of
the total state increase was accounted for by the metropolitan
areas. (See map on page 860

Wnnezota'z mettopotitan
',matted in the Aubutban thig, whete po
inctwaed by 385,000 at 45 petcent. Centtat eitieA
ahmo a Atight toaa pi 38,000 at 4 petteent. A6 a teautt
o6 theae changeA, thotewaa a ti.se in the ptopottion
o6 tatat Atate poputation Living bi meticopotitan auaA.
In 1960, ettopoUtan ateaA accounted iot 53 pekeent
the po n; by 1970 thiA had bletea4ed to 57 pet-
cent. in the nation aA a whole, neatty 70 peteent o6
the po n metkopot4an.

The gtowth o the ztate iz teitected in an exceA
biathz ovet deathz (mama inckeazel o6 417,000 and
a Amatt net out mioation o6 25,000 petzona. In
mettopati.tan ateaA, mutation gtowth waa the aezutt
o6 both natutat ineteaze t268,000) and net immignation
(79,000). The centaat toAA waA ploduced by
a zubztantiat out miatation o6 132,000 peazonz, equiva-
tent to 14 petcent o6 the poputation o6 the citiez
1960. Ey eontaazt, net immtghation waz o6 gkeat
pottance to the wadi o6 the aubutha, which gained
211,000 peasonz 6k0m thZ6 zottace, equivatent to 25
pencent o 1960 poputation.

Att akeaz o6 the ztate expettienced zignk 4cant changez
411 age compo4ition. The poputation uncle& 5 yeatA o
age dectined by 14 peacent in metItopotitan ateaz and by
28 peteent in nonmettopotitan ateaA. The mozt tapidty
9/Lowing g/Loup wa4 15 to 24 yeartz o6 age, which inckeaaed
by 62 pekeent in metkopaitan ateas and 34 pacent in
nonmettopatitan ateaz.

The centaat citiez' poputation to44 WCIA licit by att age
yloup.6 except 6o/L 15 tr, 24 yea/us and 65 yeata oi age and
oven., white the AubutbA ahow gains at att ageA except
the youngeat fundek 5).

Att ehangez isimitat to thoze whkch occutked in the ztate
az a whote atte 6ound in othet zectionz 06 the eountay.
They ate due in pa/Et to cLanging biath aatez and in poutt
to migAation.... (GereAat Dcmog/Laphic Mends 601L
Met4opotitan MeaS, 1960 to 1970, U.S. Vepa/itnent
CommeAcc, Illy 1971, raga 4-5.)
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Populat on Change for Counttes: 1960 to 1970--
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Insofar as projecting Minnesota's total population for the
next 25 yqars is concerned, the State Demographer has based her
calculations on the ftillowing major assumptions:

Current rates of mortality will continue.
. Migration rates will vary at the state level between slight

outnigration and slight inmigration.
In terms of fertility rates, the average number of childrefi

per female at the end of the child=bearing years will be 1.5,
1.9, 2.1, or 2.3 (The State Demographerlas suggested that the
1!.9 and 2.1 fertility rates were most likely. The 1.5 and 2.3
fertility rates have been eliminated from further consideration
in-this paper.)

Using the first two aseumptio__ and fertil- race of 1.9,
the following total population figures are:

Table

Mhles and Females Yeara

TOtals Percent Increase

1970 3,804,971

1980 4,076,663 7.1

1990 4,421,483 8.5

2000 4,652,816 5.2

The State Demographer's projections suggest that there will
be a "mini-baby boom" betweeu 1980 and 1990. Live births will
average 71,500 per year during that decade, following which they
vill drop back to a per year average of 60,700 between 1995 and
2000. Presently, they have bcen running at an average of 56,600
(1970-75).

The significant shift will be ir the composition of the
state'n population: the proportion of persons under the age of
20 will decrease from 40 to 29 percent of the population between
1970 and 2000.

The following tables represent the best available projec
for Minnesota between now and the end of this century. Table
represents a conservative fertility assumption pf 1.9 births
per female through the childbearing years. Table la assumes
more generous rate of 2.1 births per female. According to
Minnesota's demographer, the latter figure is possible with a
moderate probability.
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Table Ii

PRELIMINARY INTERPOLATIONS OP POPULATION PRO IONS*

STATE OF MINNESOTA

Altai IW.34.=AMIP 1410 518

1970 74.582 662 879 387.144 1,124 605

1975 68 500 573,854 420,104 1.062,458

1980 56.544 492,118 383,937 932.599

1985 65,633 479,480 329,328 874.441

1990 71.447 553.923 275 791 901,161

1995 71 056 572,393 336,126 979,575

2000 ,65,442 542,470 361,81, 969,731

* Not adjusted for the seasonality of births or an age attainment
requirement for entry into the Education System.

Table III

PRjLIMINARY INTERPOlATIONS OF POPULATION ROJECTIONS*

STATE OF MINNESOTA

Pertilit Aasum.tion of 2.1 Births Per Female

5 Yrs. 643 14-18 5718

1970 ,74,582 662,879 387,144 1,124,605

1975 68,500 573,854 420,104 1,062,458

1980 62,283 514,060 383,937 960,280

1985 72,268 534,388 329,328 935,984

1990 78,807 610,423 310,092 999,322

1995 78,916 634,715 370 084 1,083,715

2000 74,375 609,705 -399,216 1,083,296

Not ad noted for the seasonality of births or an age re ainment
requirement for entry into the Educational System.
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Table TV chows the estimated enrollment shifts for school-age
:youngsters for each fertility rate assumption.

Table IV

Year

2.13Orttlity Rate

% Decrease

Projected Rnrollmente

Projection Net Change Age 5-13 Age 14-18

1970 1,124,605 -- -- 7370461 3870144

1975 1,062,458 - 64147 - 5% 642,354 420,104

4.980 932,599 -129 859 -12% 548,662 383,937

1985 874,441 - 580158 6% 545,113 329,328

1990 901,161 + 260720 + 3% 625,170 275,791

1995 979 575 + 78,414 8,7% 643,449 336,126

2000 9690731 - 9,844 + 1% 607,912 361,819

Table V

2.1 Fer ilityliate FjrriPiirn1 lmonth
_

Year Projection Net Change % Decrease Ages 5-13 Ages 14-18

1970 1 124,605 -- -- 737,461 387,144

1975 1,062,458 - 62,147 -5.5% 642,354 420,104

1980 960,280 -104178 -9.6% 576,343 383,937

1985 935,984 - 24,296 -2.5% 606,656- 329,328

1990 999,322 + 63,338 +6.7% 689,230 310 092

1995 1,083,715 + 84,393 +8.4% 713,631 370,084

2000 1,083,296 - 419 -- 684,080 399.216

(Source: Preliminary Interpolations of Population Pro ections, Minnesota
State Demographer, 1975)

Graphically, these data look like the following:
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Under either projection, it is clear that overall enrollments
will decline until about 1985 at which juncture small increases
will occur. Under the 1.9 rate, there will be a sharp drop in
age 5-13 enrollments,1 leveling off around 1985 and followed by a
sharp increase through 1995, at which point another decline sets
in. The 2.1 rate shows a somewhat less serious decline forages
5-13 enrollments through 1980, followed by very marked increase
through 1995 when the decline occurs.

In other words, the projected patterns for age 5-13 enroll-
ments under either fertility assumption are quite similar,
although the level of population differs.

For 14-18 enrollments, the patterns of decline for both
fertility assumptions hold true through 1990 and then very sharp
increases occur bringing 14-18 populations back to levels to be
achieved about 1980.

la.terms of proportion of 5-13 students to 14-18 students,
the shares will remain quite similar under either fertility
assumption, but with overall declining populations, proportion
can be a somewhat misleading indicator.

Under either of the fertility assumptions, 1990 will be the
proportionate high for 5-13 enrollments at 69 percent. The
largest share for 14-18 enrollments will occur in 1980.

Given available data on overall population projections and
on overall school enrollments, then it is clear that the next
critical question concerns the distribution of school-age youngsters
in the state.

Presently, data on population pro ections by Development
Region will not be available until July, 1975. For the present,
only current enrollment data is at hand.

It would be helPful indeed to be able to put these figures
into a "projection matrix" through the year 2000, but as stated
earlier, that data will not be available until midsummer.

In the most practical sense, it is impossible to "kno " what
future enrollments will be. Of the estimates available it is
not certain which one may eventually be determined to be correct.

iThe age categories (5-13 and 14-18) years reflect the way
in which population data were organized by the State Demographer.
There is no intent to suggest a preference for a particular form
of school organization, nor should any specific arrangement he
inferred.
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Table 171

Public Schoo Enrollments b end

a_mI_CociveSe_ceProsedEducetiont-vilinitECSU

Reg on Enrollment

Pell, 1974

Z of Total ECSU Enrollment Z of Total

1 24,005 2.6 39,053 4.3

2 15,048 1.6

3 79,460 8.9 79,460 8.9

4 43,477 4.9 43,477 4.9

5 30,282 3.4 30,282 3.4

6E 23,469 2.6 38,468 4.3
6W 14,999 1.7

7E 24,204 2.7 72,809 8.1
7W 480605 5.5

8 32,562 3.7 32,562 3.7

9 45,606 5.1 45,606 5.1

10 89,986 10.1 89,986 10.1

11 417,832 47.0 417-81? 47.0

99.8*889,535 99.8* 889,535

*Total is not 100 percent because of errors in rounding.

However, the Council is obligated to base its determinations
on the best information on hand. Until the regional projections
are produced, it vill be impossible to address the specific
implications of fluctuating school enrollments in the way the
Counal would prefer. Instead, the Council's findings are con-
strained by the fact that the data on hand suggest on a state-
wide basis only how enrollments will alter incoming years.

In these terms, it is clear that enrollments will decline in
the short-term future and increase slightly in the long-term
future. District-by-district differences are critical in terms
of both overall planning and local responsiveness. As has been
observed before, those will-have to wait.
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In terms of local districts, Minnesota Statutes 120.095
requires an annual census "...of all persons under 21 yeara of
age on September 1 each year. However, citiea of the first
class and those districts whose boundaries are contiguous with
federal census tracts may use decennial and mid-decade federal
census tabulations.

At present, the results of the census constitute the best
available local projections, assuming, of course, that they are

used as such. However, in large cities, federal censue data may
be less valid primarily because it is collected at less frequent

intervals.

In less populous areas, conventional wisdom suggests that
the probabilities of errors in collecting data tend to increase.
This may be due to casual methodology, lack of control over data
collection, or other factorsmore often than not a result of
inattention..

(Should the proposed educational cooperative service units
came into existence, perhaps their offices could be utilized in
dealing with the double-edged problem of the census and relevant
projections.)

Projections would have to be framed in such a way that they
-have a useful life on the one hand and enjoy a feedback capability

on the other. Two-year projections are not particularly useful;
they are of such short life that they cannot influence policy
matters. At the same time, 10-year projections may be beyond the
interest or ken of local or regional officials. Perhaps a five-

year projection could have broad use for local, regional, and

statewide planning.

Having been made, the projections should not be assigned to

a numerical limbo. There must be an explicit way in which the
data axe fed back to relevant aCencies for maximum impact on
questions of finance, teacher utilization, interdistrict coopers-
tion, facilities planning, etc.

In terms of the broad philosophical assumptions which
buttress the Council's work, it is appropriate to observe tha
the Council's function is not to decide the future; that is a
immense problem and better left to more appropriate bodies.
The Council is concerned that the state should not adopt any-
thing which "locks in" the present system. Nor, for that matter
should the Council promulgate recommendations which have the
same outcome. What eventually emerges should be an arrangement
which allows the state to respond to a fluid and shifting future.

SUMMARY

In terms of the ove all impact of these statewide population
project ons, the Council wishes to outline the following issues:
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Is the school census as presently construed both appropriate
and useful for local districts in estimating future enrollment
demands on their sebool aystems?

Should the educational cooperative service unit's (ECSO
coma into existence, What role night they play,in supervls
monitoring the school census? What data provided by local
districts would be useful if they were also aggregated at the
intermediate level?

If educational cooperative service units (ECSU) do not emerge
in parts of the state, What appropriate role night the State
Department of Education and other state agencies play in ensuring
comparable census results? How night those additional activities
be funded?

Bow night the projection aspect of the cen us be emphasized?
How difficult is it for sehool districts to plan realistically for
10 to 15 years in the future?'

How night districts utilize census and projection data in
planning activities with constitutents and taxpayers?

How frequently should census and projection data be
discussed by both local administrations and local boards? Would
such discussions be useful in reinforcing the importance of
projectiona in all educational planning (e.g., school facilities)
staffing, program, etc.)?

To what extent might project data play an important role
in helping districts anticipate the likely relationship of
enrollment trends to emerging school finance patterns?

Population is one of the common factors tied to a series of
other concerns shared by educators, school board members, and
citizens. As the population projects become nore detailed (later
ia 1975), the inact of enrollment Changes will permit a more
specific discussion of school district structures, school
finance, educational program, school facilities and staffing.

5 8
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5.

PROJECTED KINDERGARTEN, ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY AGE POPULATION
BY COUNTY 1970 - 2000

Preface

The Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollment(' was or-
ganized in 1974 to "examine, by whatever means it deems appropriate,
the impact of fluctuating school enrollments and their consequen-
tial effect on the quality and cost of education" (4ee Section A-
l: taws of Minnesota, 1974,Chapter 355, Sec. 68, Subd., 31(b)].

This paper presents the projected kindergarten, elementary and
secondary age population by county, 1970-2000. The projections
by county reflect the anticipated impact of fluctuating school
enrollments for the state of Minnesota.

The information and data presented in this paper has been pro-
vided by the office of the State Demographer.

Definitions

Kinds n* - includes chIldren who will be 5 years old
by September 1 of each year.

Elementary* includes children who will be 6 to 11 years
old by September 1 of each year.

Secondary* - includes children who will be 12 to 17
years old by September 1 of each year.

The figures given include anticipated birth rate and
net inmigration of children. The birth rate projection
component is based on 1.9 for fertility rate.

Confidence Level of Data

1. For the state of Minnesota as a vhole, t1c proj
number are the most reliable.

5 9
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2, The data given_ up to 1985 cam be considered the least
subject to error, as all Children who will be enrolled
have already been born except for thews born-in the
upcoming four years. Therefore, it is not =realistic
to anticipate the various needs of education for that
period of time.
The state as a whole has shown a precedent for net in-
migration ofschool-age children. Therefore, the
figures reflected are greater than the anticipated
birth rate.
The projected secondary level data would be considered
the least subject tp error as these students have
already been born.

Limitations of Data

1, Projections for 1990+ might be considered nore apecu ae
tive as they are based more on fertility assumptions
rnther than actual births and migration data.

2. At the pounty level the projections are based on two
migration assumptions which might make the figures less
effective:
a) Rate of migration (in- and out-) assumption of

echool-age persona.
b) The migration pattern of females assumption

in the child-bearing ages. This would be
important for the upcoming four years.

Hennepin and_Ransey Coenty data. Given the a _ump-
tions nade in the projection nodel the projected
decline may not be adequate. If out-migration dimirished,
we could anticipate the data to be accurate. However, if
out-migration continues, the figures are probably too
high.

General Notes

1. Vote those areas with drastic enrolleent drops. These
areas are characterized by an older age structure and
generally skewed to producing minimum growth. These
areas have also shown a precedent for out-migration,
especially young adults.
There are generally four groups of counties which
reflect diverse population and enrollment trends which,
in turn gay affect the educational conditions in these
areas.
a) Those with projected severe enrollment decline

which are rural in residence and not sparsely
populated. (E.g., Redwood County.)
Those with a projected 30 through 40 percent
enrollment decline which are characterized by
a large geographic area and sparsely populated.
(E.g., Cook County.)
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Those with a projected enrollment decline attributed
to out-migration which are urban in residence but
characterized by out-migration of the general popu-
lation* (E.g., Ramsey and Hennepin County.)
Those with potential growth in enrollments and the
general population for a limited period of time.
(E.g., Chisago County.)

Attachments

1. Kindergarten Elementary, and Secondary Age Population
Data by County, 1970-2000.

2. Map 1: Rapid Percent Population Growth 1970-1974

Map 2: 1985 Projected School Age Population as a
Percent of 1970, by County

6 1
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PROJECTED KINEG41111 41 POPILATION SY Arts

1970-2064

COUNTY

1970 175

USER WES
(of
1970_

Aitkin 191 100.0 141 73.0

Anoka 4,041 100,0 3,614 89.4

Becker 414 100,0 370 76,5

Beltraml 480 100.0 389 81.0

Benton 459 100.0 405 88.2

Big Stone 145 100.0 109 75.2

Blue Earth 811 100.0 694 85.6

Brawn 556 100.0, 450 80.9

Carlton 562 100.0 440 78.3

Carver 611 100,0 550 89.1

Coss 303 100.0 229 75.6

Chippewa 213 100,0 209 67.6

Chisago 340 100.0 140 97.7

Clay 823 100.0 677 82.3

Clearwater 154 100.0 125 81.2

Cook 62 100,0 48 77.4

Cottonwood 270 100.0 210 77.8

Crow Wing 637 100.0 510 84.8

Dakota 31410 100.0 3,181 93.3

Dodge 271 100,0 210 77.5

Douglas 396 100.0 148 87,9

Faribault 368 100,0 216 75.0

Fillmore 395 100.0 311 71.7

Freeborn 693 100,0 571 83.4

GoOdhUt 653 100.0 550 14.2

Grant 122 100.0 93 76.2

Hennepin 16,791 100.0 141057 13.7

Houston 340 100.0 290 07.7

Hubbard 196 100.0 146 74.5

Isanti 330 100.0 343 103,9

1900

rot
NIMR 1970_

1985 1990

1I970 inm

120 62.8 151

3,252 80,5 31139

208 59.5 364

475 99.0 552

336 73.2 391

82 56,6 103

1,035 127,6 11118

419 75,4 480

366 654 435

504 81.7 587

196 64.7 245

187 68.5 222

392 112.6 478

878 106.7 965

98 63.6 121

36 50.1 39

170 63.0 204

554 87.0 654

3,005 88.1 3,429

176 64.9 204

356 19.9 434

236 63.9 276

247 62.5 292

503 72.6 571

549 844 639

79 64.0 100

15,856 94.4 161528

233 60.5 275

136 69.4 114

395 119.7 459

79.1

92.5

75.2

115.0

85.2

71.0

137.9

86.3

77,4

954

80.9

81.3

137.4

117.3

MI

62,9

75.6

102,1

100.6

75.3

109.6

75,0

73.9

12.4

97,9

82,0

98.4

80.9

88.6

139.1

1995

of
MI In_

: 163 85.3 152 79.6 1)3

:41403331 1074 41580 113.3 41469

83.3 382 78.9 330

544 113.3 492 102.5 446

431 , 84.1 434 94,6 401

108 74.5 98 67,6 82

1.035 127.6 921 113.6 876

556 91.0 419 8612 426

470 03.6 444 79,0 384

673 109.1 696 112.1 614

270 89.1 260 85.8 232

237 86.0 220 80.6 191

.561 101.2 574 164,9 599

922 112.0 825 100.2 765

133 81.4 130 04,4 116

42 67.7 38 61.3 32

217 60.4 , 203 75.2 173

695 108.3 668 104.9 623

3,970 116.4 4,246 124.5 4,213

222 01.9 114 75.0 191

413 119.4 461 116.4 441

290 18.1 262 71.2 219

316 8000 293 74.2 250

590 85.1 548 79.1 476

691 105.8 ,682 104.4 . 644

106 95.9 97 79.5 81

15,856 94,4 14,491 65.3 10,261

195 86.8 284 83.5 , 261

195 99,5 194 99.0 111

517 156.1 552 117,3 511

68.1

110.6

68.1

91.9

81.4

56 e6

108.0

76.6

68.3

109.2

1606

10,0

172.1

93.0

75.3

51.6

64.1

97.6

125,3

7005

111,6

$9.5

63.3

68.7

98.6

66.4'

19.0

76.8

90.3

114.1
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t,w

1975 1981tor -Txcoar HIRER 111. MIM ESL

1985

NuAsit 12Lo.

1995ir
NuNiER 1970

Itasca 664 100.0 525 79,1 458 69,0 563 84.8 592 80,2Jackson 249 100.0 195 78.3 169 61,9 204 813 210 84.3Kanabeo 186 100.0 179 96.2 116 94.6 206 110,8 230 113.7Kandiyohi
534 100.0 435 81.5 426 79.8 521 97.6 551 104.3Kittson 112 100.0 95 84.8 76 61.9 93 83.0 99 88,4

Koochiching 330 100,0 263 79.7 229 69.4 273 82,7' 183 ,Lac Qui Nrle 105 100.0 147 79,5 la 65,4 151 81.6 166 89.7Lake 279 100,0 2C0 71.7 173 62.0 205 73.8 224 80.3Lake or the lioods 72 100:0 57 79.2 41 65.3 56 77.8 59 81.9te Sour 424 100,0 392 92.5 318 15.0 366 e4,3 395, 93.7

Lincoln 152 100,0 106 69,7 80 52,6 100 55.8 110 72.4Lyon 441 100:0 368 83.4 351 81,0 437 99.1 454 102.9McLeod 500 100,0 168 92.1 472 92:9 547 101.7 592 116.5Mahnomen 121 100.0 102 84.3 53 52,1 81 66.1 81 73,6Marshall 256 100.0 208 81.3 155 60.5 190 74.2 108 81.3

Martin 429 100.0 147 80.9 310 72.3 355 82.8 370 86.2Meeker 341 100.0 208 83.0 254 73.2 301 85.7 319 91.9Millt Lacs 305 100.0 262, 85.0 231 75.5 271 88.6 299 97.7Morrison 571 100.0 473 82.8 331 58,0 414 72.5 463 81,1Mower 805 100.0 635 78.9 549 612 671 83.4 706 87,7

Murray 239 100.0 177 14,1 130 54.4 169 70,7 182 76.2Nicollet 446 100.0 380 85.2 158 102.1 502 112.6 498 111,7Nobles 437 100,0 357 01:7 297 68,0 351 88.3 369 84,4,Norman 165 100.0 130 18,8 98 59,4 122 13,9 132 80.0
Olmsted 1,780 MO 1.551 87.5 11626 91.4 1,741 97.9 11109 101.6

Otter Tail 791 100.0 635 80:3 585 74,0 707 89.4 756 95.6
Pennington 238 100.0 212 89:1 225 943 269 113.0 285 119,8Pine 308 100.0 256 83.1 225 73,1 275 89,3 311 101.0Pipestone 240 100.0 184 16.7 152 63.3 189 78.8 198 82.5Polk 636 100.0 499 78,5 433 684 515 81.0 540 64,9

Pope 182 100.0 145 79.7 123 67.6 150 82.4 164 904RamSeY

Red Lake

8,666

119

100,0

100.0

71352

94

84,8

79.0

1,103

62

85.4

52.1

7,924

74

91,4

62.2

1,755

81

89.5

18.9
Redwood 382 100.0 318 83.2 231 60,5 281 73,6 334 79.6

54/

191

242

523

88

256

154

205

53

390

102

415

593

ao

200

81.6

76.7

103.1

97.9
78.6

77.6

83.2

73.5

73.6

92.0

67,1

94.1

116.7

72.7

78.1

343 CO
306 88.2

295 96.4

445 77.9

637 79.1

164 66,6

461 103.4

336 76.9

122 73.9

1,805 101.4

701 13,6

272 114.3

:08 100,0

1E0 71.0

494 17,7.

154 84.1

7,105 82.0

(13 671
1tt 74.9

MEI 1970

459.. 69.1

163 65.5

239 128.5

473 88.5

74 66.1

215 65.2

128 69.2

172 61.7

44 61.1

361 85.1

83 54.6

357 83.2

583 114.8

71 63.6

174 18.0

215 68.8

272 78.4

275 89.9,

384 67.3

538 66.1

134 5E1
435 97.5

288 65.9
103 61.4

11743 97.9

628 19.4

254 106.7

287 93.2

153 63,8

421 66,2

135 74,2

11384 73.7

18 56.8

145 64,1

65



1910 j975 1980 1985 1995

of 7---Tir
COM gER I 118111ER 1970 I;ER 1970 HINER 1970 AMER 1910 WEER 1910 KNER 1970

Renville 392 100.0 312 79.6 230 58.7 281 731 313 79.8 292 : 74.5 245 62.5
Rice 727 100,0 633 873 141 101.9 808 111.1 794 109.2 7)5 101,2 691 95.0
Rock 205 100.0 110 82.5 150 12.8 178 26.4 187 90,8 173 84,0 '55 75.2
Roseau 233 100.0 195 83.1 158 67.8 189 81,1 207 88.8 201 85.3 193 77 .2
5t, Louis* 31871 100.0 3,044 78.5 2,976 76.8 3,313 85,5 3,282 84,7 2,941 75.9 2,50 66.7

Scott 188 100.0 694 88.1 S88 74.6 696 88,3 932 101.8 1336 106.1 835 102.2
Sherburne 371 100.0 394 104.5 433 114.9 526 139.5 607 161.0 658 174,5 685 181.7
Sibley 301 100.0 231 76.7 201 66,8 ,238 79,1 ,260 86,4 254 83,1 221 73.4
Stearns 2,020 100.0 1,711 05,0 1,698 84.1 2,032 100,6 2,107 104,3 1.993 98.7 LE 11,0
Steele 524 100.0 432 82.4 403 76.9 488 89.3 491 95,0 469 19,5 415 11.2

Stevens 186 100.0 150 80.6 158 84.9 187 100.5 193 96,8 155 833 132 71.0
Sid ft 231 100.0 205 88.1 143 6159 174 75.3 188 81,4 177 76.6 149 64,5
Todd 423 100,0 341 80.6 262 61.9 325 16.8 358 84.5 342., 80.9 330 70.9
Traverse 120 100.0 83 69,2 64 53,3 82 68,3 92 16.1 83 69,2 68 56.7
ilabasha 338 100.0 271 82.2 222 65.1 261 79,0 292, 55.4 283 RA 247 73.1

Wadena 245 100.0 185 75.5 139 56.7 176 71.8 . 195 79.6 183 74.7 156 63.7
Waseca 316 100,0 213 t5,4 242 16,6 280 88.6 300 94,9 287. 90.8 260 82.3
Washington 2,121 100.0 1,821 85,9 1,604 75,6 1,856 81.5 2,195 1034 2,330 109,9 2.28 107.7
Watonwan 226 100.0 182 015 161 71.2 189 83.6 196 86,7 176 17.9 147 65.0
Vilkin 181 100.0 139 76.8 112 61.9 135 14.6 142 78.5 127 70.2 106 58.5

Winona 745 100.0 548 81.0 741 99,5 813 1094 784 105,2 711 95.4 555 87.9
Wright OR 100.0 835 96,3 840 96.9 1,029 118.7 1,199 138,3 1,224 141.2 1.260 145.3
Yellow Medicine 259 100.0 190 73,4 161 62.2 201 77.6 220 84.9 203 714 , 118 64.9

TOTAL 72,481 100.0 61,116 a4.3 60,628 83,7 611956 93.8 701461 971 87,288 '92.8 .84819 88.8

*NOTE: Hot based nn Alternative St. Louis County Projection.
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Aitkin

Anoka

Becker

Beltraad

Benton

1,305 100.0

26,596 100.0

3,431 100.0

3,322 100.0

3,112 100,0

Ng Stone 1,C10 100,0

Blue Earth
5,699 100.0

Brown 3,879 100.0

Carlton
3,934 100.0

Carver
4,188 100.0

Cass
21119 100,0

LA Chippewa
11926 100,0

g Chisago
21426 100,0

Clay
51758 100.0

Clearwater
10063 100.0

Cook
435 100.0

Cottonwood
11897 100,0

Crow Wing 4,454 100,0

Dakota
220565 100.0

Dodge
10970 100.0

Douglas
2,613 100.0

Fariboult 2,650 100.0

Fillaore
2,782 100.0

Freeborn
4,893 100.0

Goodhue
4,531 100.0

Grant
868 100.0

Hennepin
115,667 1004

Houston
2,425 100,0

Hubbard
1,378 100.0

!sand
2,296 100.0

PROJEC720 ELEOTARY SCHOOL AGE
POPULATION BY COUNTY,

1970-2000

1975

J1141.1E

1,064 76,8

241728 93,0

21719 79.3

2;142 82.5

21776 89.2

783- 76.0

41142 83.2

3,150 81.2

3,139 79,8

3)812 91.0

1,720

1,492

2,110

4,695

898

343

1,497

3,830

21,576

11504

2,433

11987

2,204

3,997

31935

81.2

77.5

99.3

61.5

84,5

78,9

76.4

86.0

95.6

80.1

B6.5

75,0

79.2

81,7

86,7

675 76.0

95,385 82,5

21013 84.3

1,112 80,7

2,405 104.7

1980

ittg2 EL

741 53.5

19,681 74.0

1,868 54,4

2,540 76.5

2,093 67,3

523 50,8

5,192 91.1

2,466 63.6

2,257 57.4

3,028 12.3

1,242 50,6

1,114 57.8

2,296 944

4,590 79,7

619 58.2

231 53.1

1,016 55,1

3,210 72,1

17,938 79,5

1,085 58,0

2,072 73.7

1,428 53.9

1,545 55,5

3,014 61.6

3,233 71.3

191 54.2

86,216 74,5

1,485 61,2

835 60.6

2,313 100.7

1985

m
820 59.2

20,581 77.4

1,993 58.1

2,998 90.3

2,150 69.1

548 53.2

6,163 108.1

1,615 67.4

2,351 59.8

3,202 75.5

1,374

1,199

2,771

5,294

654

214

11096

3,631

19,039

1,114

64.8

62,3

114.2

9).9

61.5

49.2

57.8

.81.5

84,4

59.6

2,393 85.1

1,484 56.0

1,568 56,4

3,098 63.3

30594 79,2

534 60,1

91,685 79.3

1,503 62,0

971 70,5

2-710 118,0

1190

Ls! a
965 69.7

25'0051 94.2

1,396 69,8

31261 98.2

20634
81.4

634 61.6

61298 110.5

21968 76.5

2,739 69.6

3,911 93.4

. 1,635 77.2

1,379 71,6

31424 141.1

50554 96.5

713 72.7

244 56.1

1,256 66.2

4,143 , 13.0

23441 '102.6

10294 69.2

2,822 100.3

1,695 64.0

1,829, 65,7

3,450 70.5

4,153 91,5

.619 69,1

94,817 82.0

10740 n.o
11175 85,3

31211 139.9

1995

IM
991 71,6

28,301 106.1

1,502 72,9

3,173 95,5

1,140 88.1

.617 60.9

5,929 :104.0

3,035 713

2,621 10.
41359 -.104,1

11721 81.5

1,400 72,1

30747 154.5

5,41 92.1

823 77.1

245 16,3

moo 67,5

4,322 97,0

26,456 117.2

1.351 12.6

'1983 106.0

1,683 63.4

1,142 66.9

3,458 10,9

4,423 97 5

623 10.2

911921 10.5

1,815 14,9

1,2/1 92,2

3,642 158J

t000

NIA611-

877 63.3

18,485 107.1

2,151 65,6

2487 85,9

2,619 84,1

545 52$9

5,538 97,2

11.5

2,531 64,3

4,335 103.5

10596 75.3

10249 64.9

31963 153.4

41860 .84.8

157 11.2

219 49,0,

-11132 59,7

40105 921

171257 120.8

11260 66.8

1,891 103.0

1,452 54.8

1,645' 59,1

3,094 63.2

4,251 91.9

535 50,4

84,458 73.0

10101 70.4

1,201 8702

31840 167.2



1970 .1975.

.0"
COUNTY JJ NUMB

Itasca 4.803 100.0 31740

Jackson 1,791 100.0 1,383

Xanabec 1,318 100.0 11248

Kandlyohi 3,766 100.0 3,040

Kittson 821 100.0 666

Koochichini 2,364 100.0 1,865

LacQuI Ririe 1,375 100.0 1,051

Lake 21003 100.0 1,459

Lake of the Wads 513 100.0 412

Le Sueur 2,906 100.0 2,663

Lincoln 1,065 100.0 790

Lyon 3,108 100.0 2,540

McLeod 3,469 100.0 31168

Mahnomen 845 100.0 711

Marihall 11784 100.0 10472

Martin 3,045 100.0 2,455

Meeker 2,414 100.0 2,040

Mille Lacs 2,102 100.0 1,841

Morrison 4,020 100.0 3,293

Mower 5,059 100.0 4,497

Murray 1.739 100.0 1,276

Nicollet 3,067 100.0 2,604

Nobles 3,123 100.0 21484

Norman 1,100 100.0 922

Olmsted 11,751 100.0 101558

Otter Tail 5.665 100.0 4,573

Pennington 1,658 100,0 1,462

Pine 2,165 100.0 1,837

Pipestone 1,694 100.0 1,310

Polk 4,502 100,0 3,558

Pope 1,366 100.0 1,051

Ramsey 59,400 100,0 49,406

Red Lake 006 100.0 660

Wood 2,691 100.0 2,208

1980 1985 1990 1995 21100

1970 OBER 1970

of

filtM WV WIER 1970 MER gi AMER 1971:

71.9 2,756 5114 3,010 62 7 31462 724 3)471 72.3 3,025 63.0
71.2 1,019 56.9 1,088 60.7 1,236 69.0 1,220 68.1 110/1 59.8
94,7 1,056 80.1 1,175 89.2 . 1,387 105.2 1,555 118.0 1,574 119.4
00.7 2,463 65.4 2,786 74.0 3,257 06.5 31329 88.4 3,066 81.4
81.1 474 57.7 496 60.4 575 70.0 569 59.3 488 59.4

78.9 1,378 58.3 1,464 61.9 1,661 70,3 1,643 69.5 11424 60.2
76.4 746 54,3 802 58.3 957 69.6 979 71.2 849 51.8
72.8 1,045 52.2 11105 55.2 11294 64.6 11307 65.3 1,136 563
80.3 288 56.1 303 59.1 346 67,5 343 66.9 296 57.7
91.6 2,001 68.9 2,029 69.8 2,336 80.4 21404 85.5 20360 81.2

74.2 509 41.8 534 50.1 634 59.5 649 60.9 554. 52.0

81.7 21063 66.4 21323 74.7 20664 85.7 2,651 85.3 2,380 76.6

91.3 2,746 79.6 3,038 81.6 3.520 101.5 31179 108.9 3,757 108.3
81.1 441 52.2 426 50.4 511 60.5 546 64.6 498 58.9
82.5 1,003 56,2 1 023 57.3 .1,209 51.7 1.265 70.9 1,146 64.2

80.6 1,048 60.7 1,930 63.4 2.157 71.2 2.184 71.7 1.934 63.5

83.5 1,533 62.7 11641 67.1 11881 77.0 1.953 79,9 11789 73.2
87.7 1,422 67,6 1,518 72.2 11784 84.9 1,909 90.8 1.824 86.8

81.9 2,196 54.6 2,199 54.7 21666 66.3 21012 70.0 2.532 63.0
75.0 3,316 56.6 31501 61.1 41125 70.4 41091 59.8 3.550 60.6

73.4 841 48.4 888 51.1 11055 60.7 1.053 60.6 894 51.4

84.9 2,452 80.0 21759 90.0 2,966 96.7 2.933 95.6 21760 90.0

79.5 1,821 58.3 1 60.5 2,156 59.0 2,149 68.8 11889 60.5

70.1 633 53.6 659 55.9 774 65.6 786 66.6 . 690 58.5

117.5 9,201 78.3 9,715 82.7 10,66 91,0 11 293 96.1 11.072 94.2

80.7 3,503 61.6 31862 68.2 4,479 79.1 41592 81.1 40178 73.3
88.2 1,267 16.4 1,462 88.2 11679 101.3 1,134 104.6 1,64P 98.9
84.8 11392 64.3 11527 70.5 1,843 85.1 11991 92.0 1,904 87.9
77.3 936 55.3 1,002 59.1 1,157 68.3 11152 69.0 1,009 59.6
79.0 2,612 58.0 2,767 61.5 11469 70.2 3461 79.2 2,769 61.5

76.9 773 56.6 833 61.0 914 72,0 1,018 74.5 922 67.5

83.2 41,507 69.9 43,256 72,8 45,706 76.9 44,662 71.2 401566 68.3

81.9 421 52.2 395 49.0 471 58.4 500 62.0 40) 56.2

82.1 1,503 55.9 1 507 66.0 1,761 65.4 11810 67.3 1,606 59.7



COUNTY

Renvilli

Rice

Rock

Roseau

St. Louis'

Scott

Sherburne

Sibley

Stearns

, Steele

Stevens

Swift

Todd

Traverse

Mahe

Wadena

Waseca

Washington

Watonwan

Wilkin

Winona

Wright

Yellow Medicine

TOTAL

1970 1975 1960 1915 1990 1995--rer
NUMBER 1121.NUAER % NUMER 1910 NUMBER 1910

1 ot

NUMBER 1970 NUMBER

; 0C

1970 NUMBER 1970

2,815 100.0 2,212 70.6 11406 .52.8 1431 54.4 1810 64.3 11858 66.0 1,623 57.7

5,126 100.0 4,441 86.6 4,108 80.1 4,595 89.6 41902 95.6 4,862 94.8 41514 89.4

1,491 100.0 1,177 78.9 898 60.2 953 63.9 1,093 73.3 1,101 73.8 1,003 67.3

1,607 100.0 1,370 85.3 980 51.0 1,011 63.3 1,198 14.5 1,257 18.8 1,169 12.7

27,519 100.0 21,391 77.7 17,032 61.9 18,033 65.5 11,481 70.8 18,906 68.7 16,816 61.3

5,266 100.0 4,788 90.9 3,651 69.3 3,821 72.5 4,664 18.6 51233 99.4 5,158 98.7

2,515 100,0 2,607 105.6 2,500 98.2 2.968 116.6 31622 142.3 41181 164.3 4,411 113.3

2,129 100.0 1,671 78.5 1,221 57.4 1,295 60.8 1,519 71.3 .11590 74.7 1,455 68.3

13,010 100.0 11,893 86.1 9,845 71.2 11,012 79,7 12,527 90.7 12,750 92.3 111946 16.5

3,647 100.0 3,044 83.5
2,307

65.5 2,567 70.4 2.940 80.6 3,015 82.7 2,740 75.1

1,351 100.0 1,051 77.2 880 64.7 1,000 73.5 1.015 79.0 1,004 73.8 864 63.5

1,681 100,0 1,399 83.2 945 56.2 929 55.3 1,090 64.8 1,121 66.7 914 58.5

2,991 100,0 2,437 81,5 1,682 56.2 1,758 58.8 21096 70.1 2,191 73.3 11992 56.6

851 100.0 021 73.0 405 47,8 435 61,1 525 61.1 532 64.3 454 53.3

2,325 100.0 1,950 83.9 1,383 59.5 1,435 61.8 1,681 72.5 1,767 15.0 1,608 69.2

1,735 100.0 1,33f 77.1 903 52.0 941 54.2 1,136 65.5 1,177 67.8 1,045 60.2

2,210 100.0 1,06: 81.5 1,452 65.7 1,519 68.7 11752 79.3 11815 62.1 1,661 76.1

14,110 100.0 12,736 90.3 8.1641 69.7 10,232 72,5 12,718 90.1 14,554 103,1 14,712 104.3

1,658 100.0 1,284 77.4 962 58.0 1,021 11.6 1,149 69,3 1,133 68.3 975 58.8

1,293 100.0 993 76,8 694 53.7 718 55,5 827 64.0 815 63.0 701 54.2

5,132 100.0 4,422 06.2 40040 70.7 4.475 81,2 4,717 91.9 4,662 88.9 4,201 81.9

5,853 1004 5,713 98,0 5,018 85,6 6,783 98,6 11147 121,9 1,196 133.0 8,164 139,2

10816 100,0 1,381 13,6 918 52.1 1,061 56,6 1,210 67.1 :1031 61,8 1,117 59.5

500,645 100.1 421,905 84.3 348,837 69.7 373,445 74.1 4111123 '83.2 427,048 15.3 401,457 87.2

*NOTE: Not based on:Alternative St, Louis County Projection.



COM

PROJECTED SECONDARY 50100L AGE POPULATION 81

1970-2000

1975 1920 1985Or 'TIT --IT
970NER1970NUER

1990 199,

ma a
two

iit_gt
Ai tkin 11537 .100.0 1,773 115,4 1,350 87.8 62.3 39 58.5 11092 71,1 11152 75.0Anoka' 221613 100,0 31,257 138.2 311289 138,4 25,225 111.1 23,842 105,4 281702 126,9 32,803 145.4Becker 31649 100,0 4,150 113.7 3,437 94,2 2,472 67.7 2,247 61,6 2,757 75.6 2,970 81.4Bel traiei 40494 100,0 4,328 96.3 3,913 87.1 3,367 74,9 3,747 BM 4,237 94,3 4481 95.1Benton 3,102 100,0 3,668 118.31 3,440 110.9 2,723 87..8 2,437 78,6 912 3,195 103.(1
B g Stone 1,111 100.0 1,172 105,5 928 83.5 648 583 560 50.4 668 613 682 61.4Blue Earth 81793 100.0 7,700 87,6 7,145 81.3 6,801 77,4 8,068 91.8 8,643 98,3 1,502 96.7Brown 4,007 100.0 4,523 110,7 3;842 94,0 2,990 73,2 2,832 69.3 3,263 79,8 3,421 83.7Carlton 4,161 100.0 4,633 111.3 3,035 92.2 21805 67.4 2,518 60.5 2,986 71,8 3,169 76.2Carver 4,054 100,0 5,142 126.8 4,795 118.3 31762 92.8 3,643 3,9 4,472 110,3 5,095 125.7

Cass 2,355 100.0 2,649 112,5 2,269 96,4 10694 71.9 1 629 691 1,978 14.0 2,143 91.0Chi ppevia 2,095 1010 2,216 105.8 1,790 85.4 11345 64.2 1,256 60.0 1,467 70.0 . 1,534. 73,2CMs ago 2,469 100.0 3,237 131.1 3,366 136.3 3,214 130.2 3,625 146.8 4,220 170.9 4,900 198,5 ,
Cl ay 8,120 100.0 7,478 92.1 6,760 83,3 5 ;998 13.9 6735 82.1 7,341 90,4 7,32 89.9Clearwater 1,057 100.0 1 273 119.3 11075 100.8 784 73.5 691 64.8 841 76.8 908 85.1

Cook 460 100,0 504 109.5 409 88.9 296 62,2 227 05,4 257 55,9 270 58,7Cottonwood 2,020 100.0 2,166 107,2 1,746 86,4 1,280 63,4 1,127 55.8 1,317. 65.2 1,378 68.2Crow Wing 5,072 100.0 5,579 110.0 4,908 96,8 4,106 81,0 4,196 12.7 4,903 9.7 5,207 102,7Dakota 19,636 100.0 27,164 130.3 27,800 141.6 23,375 1-19,0 121919 116,7 27,656 140.8 321062 163,3Codge 1,863 100.0 2,141 114.9 1,819 97.6 11319 70,8 1,190 633 1134 74.8 11 80.5

Douglas' 3,508 100,0 3,590 102.3 3,212 91.6 2,747 73,3 2,874 81,9 3,451 8.4 3,747 106.8Faribault 3,005 100.0 3,071 102.2 2,379 79.2 1,695 56,4 1,541 51,3 1,794 59.7 1,139 61.2Fi 1 lame 2,969 100.0 3,211 108.2 2,627 88,5 1,814 63,1 1,532 55,0 1,934 65.1 2,035 68,5. Freeborn 5,467 100.0 5,777 105,7 4,772 87.3 3,663 67,0 3,293 60,2 3,731 68.3 3,842 70,3Goodhue 4,931 100.0 5,636 114.3 5,047 102.4 4,177 84,7 4,207 35,3 4,932 100,0 108,4

Grant 995 100,0 1,061 106.6 804 83.11 93 59,6.,. .,550 55,3, 661......16.4 682 68.5.Hennepin .128,759 100A 130,925 101-.7 1141848 89,2 99,613 77.4 100,876 78,3 106,060 BM 104,269 814Houston 2,643 100.0 2,846 107.7 20435 92,1 1,871 71,0 1,638 12,0 1428 73,0 2458 17,9Hubbard 1,454 100.0 1,760 121.1 114137 102,3 1,130 77.1, 1,147 18,9 1,411 97,4 11562 107.41santi 2,409 100.0 3,164 1314 30336 1311,5 3,259 135,3 3,591 149,1 4,52 178,1 41837
74. 75



CORTI

1970 1975 1980 1985t-ror
MR a

1990_ 995 2000

NL1fER NUITER

r-or
1970 NHER mt.

4_-L1
NIGER 1970 NOW 1910 IILHER 1970

Itasca 5,723 100,0 5,786 101.1 4,523 79.0 3,399 59,4 3,161 55,2 3,154 65.6 3,861 61.5

Jackson 2.195 100,0 2,128 97.0 1,681 76.6 10234_ 56,2 11145 52,2 1,340 61,0 1,363 62.1

Kanabec 1,345 100,0 1,705 126.4 1,576 116.8 1 1395 103,4 11403 104,0 11665 123.4 1,076 ; 139,1

Kandiyohi 41579 100.0 4,531 99.0 3,816 83.3 31042 66.4 30063 66.9 3.672 80,2 31875 84,6

KI ttson 972 100.0 997 102.5 171 79.9 577 59,4 511 52.6 610 62.8 625 64.3

Koochi thing 2,755 100.0 2,800 101.6 2,236 611 1,662 60.3 1,533 55.6 16789 64.9 .11822 66.1

Lac Qui Pule 1,578 100.0 1,654 104.8 1,231 78.4 896 56,8 819 51,9 14106 63.8 1,063 , 67:4

Lake 2,128 100.0 2,309 108.5 1,170 83.2 11239 58,2 1 1149 54.0 1,365 64,1 114)3 671

Lake of the Woods 560 100.0 620 110.7 493 88.0 357 63.8 319 67.0 377 67.3 384 68.6

Le Sueur 2,918 100.0 3,495 119.4 3,241 110.7 21607 89.0 UN 78,2 2 1570 91,2 2, i4 98,7

Lincoln 1,153 100.0 1,229 106.6 960 83.3 636 55.1 548 47.4 670 58.1 705 61.1

Lyon 4,184 100.0 3,899 93.2 3,426 813 21757 65.0 21785 66.6 31293 78.7 31416 81.8

McLeod 3,681 100.0 4,084 110.9 3,936 1063 30477 943 3411 95,4 41112 111,7 40493 122,1

Mahnomn 845 100.0 973 115.1 825 97.6 566 .67.0 433 51.2 539 63,8 583 69,0 ;

Marshall

Martin

Meeker

1,876

3,341

2,645

100.0

100.0

100.0

2,090

3,582

2,943

111.4

107.?

113,3

1,756

2,900

2,462

93.6

06.0

13.1

1;25s

1194

1,902

66,9

65,7

71.9

1,076

2 .020

1,769

57,4

60.5

66.9

10301

2,311

210E11

69.3

69,2

78,6

1,397

2,380

2,196

. 74.5

71.2

83.0

HIlle Lacs 2,138 100.0 2,539 118.8 2,317 108,4 1,852 86.6 1754 82.0 1,082 974 7,216 106.5

li)rrison 4,278 100.0 4,672 109.2 3,927 91.8 2,798 65,4 21309 54.0 2,856 66.8 3,110 72.7

bier 6,920 100.0 6,910 99.9 5,378 77.7 4,015 58,0 3 ,731 53,9 4 1417 63,8 4.523 65.4

Murray 1,987 1,557 100.5 1,511 76.6 1,049 52.8 906 45,6 1,104 55.6 10145 55.6

Nicol let 3,949 100.0 3,845 97.4 3,553 90.0 3,133 79.3 31386 85,7 31734 94.6 MO 96.4

Nobles 3,601 100.0 3,667 101.8 2,987 83.0 20249 52.5 10004 55.7 2,336 64,9 21404 66.8

Homan 1,275 100.0 1,343 105.0 1,091 85.3 795 62.2 693 54.2 827 64.7 870 68.0

-Matted 11,280 100.0 13,300 117.9 13,010 115.3 11,215. 99.4 111045.. 97.9 12,222 108.4 131051 115.7

Otter Tail 6,533 100.0 7,009 107.3 5,719 87.5 4 /408 67,5 4,279 65.5 5 1086 71,9 51354 82.0

Pennington 2,057 100.0 2,116 102.9 1,882 91.5 1,619 78.7 1,686 82.0 1,988 96,7 2,102 102,2

Pine 2,342 100.0 2,661 113.6 2,308 98.5 11814 77.5 1,747 74.6 2,128 90.9 21352 100.4

Pipestone 1,909 100.0 1,944 101.8 1,571 82.6 11143 59.9 1,041 54,5 11238 64,9 11271 66.6

Polk 5,105 100.0 5,346 104.7 4,324 84.1 3 1186 62.4 2 1925 57.3 3424 67.1 31526 69.1

Pope 1,579 100.0 1,681 106.5 1,308 994 63.0 940 59.5- 1,130 /1.6

Ramsey , 65,426 100.0 65,761 102.0 58,201 89.0 48,323 73.9 1307 7048 491793 764 49,502 75.7

Red Lake 751 100.0 887 112.1 775 98,0 523 66.1 405 5h2 488 61.7 534 67.5

Redwood 2,793 100.0 3,057 109.5 2,559 51.6 11868 66.9 1,551 55.5 1,847 56.1 1,952 69.9



Renville

Rice

Rock

Roseau

St. Louis*

Scott

Sherburne

Sibley

Stearns

Steele

Stevens

Swift

Todd

Traverse

Wabashi

Wadena

Waseca

Washtngton

Mono
Wilkin

Winona

Wright

Yellow Medicine

MAL

1970 1915777T
MIER 1970

1980 1985-Tir
NUMBER 1970

1990 1995 000

NUIEER NUMBER 1970 NUMBER 1970 NUMBER 1970 NUMBER 1970

3,019 100,0 3,298 109.2 2,617 86.7 1,869 61.9 1,583 52.4 11916 63.5 2,024 67.0

6,873 100,0 6,912 100.6 6,479 94.3 5,748 83.6 6,173 19,8 6,793 98.8 6,977 101.5

1,692 1004 1,723 101.8 1,379 81.5_ 11059 62.6 991 58,6 11160 68.6 1,200 70.9

1,652 100,0 10906 115,4 1,634 98.9 1,215 73.5 1,072 64,9 1,289 78.0 1,392 84.3

32,412 100,0 32,178 99.1 25032 79.6 20,033 61.7 19,323 59,5 21,564 66.4 21,696 66,8

4,771 100.0 6,204 131.7 6,079 127.4 4,816 100.9 4,449 93.3 5,428 113.8 6,216 130.3

2,584 100,0 3,439 133,1 3,639 140.1 3,471 134.3 3,765 145,7 4,601 178.1 5,325 206.1

2,221 100,0 2,530 113.9 2,055 923 11508 67.9 4398 62.9 11663 74.9 11789 81.5

16,671 100,0 11,203 103.2 16,084 96,5 13,242 79,4 13,436 80,6 15,696 94.2 16 499 99.0

3,899 100,0 4,414 113,2 3,807 97.6 3,004 77.0 2,867 73.5 3 339 85.6 3 519 90.3

2021, 100.0 1,772 87.7 1,423 70.4 1,155 57.1 1,195 59.1 11348 66.7 11318 65.2

1,890 100,0 1,985 105.0 1,607 85.0 1,175 62.2 954 50.5 1,150 60.8 11214 64.2

3,267 100.0 3,609 110.5 2,989 91.5 2,167 66.3 1,909 58.4 2,325 71.2 2,502 76.6

916 100,0 974 106,3 146 81.4 501 54.7 442 48.3 457 59.7 576 62,9

2,388 100.0 2,732 114.4 2,335 97.8 1,717 71.9 1,514 63.4 1,814 76.0 11947 81.5

1,854 100.0 2,046 110,4 1,668 90.0 1,162 62.9 1,022 55.1 1,260 68.0 1,354 73.0

2,329 100.0 2,570 110.3 2,228 95.7 1,771 76,0 1,635 70,2 1,909 82,0 2,029 87,1

12,290 100.0 17,042 138.7 16,589 135.0 12,832 104.4 120210 99.3 15,050 122.5 11,567 142,9

1,938 100,0 1,994 102.9 1,535 79.2 1,155 69.6 1,070 55,2 1,239 63,9 1,253 64.7

1,477 100.0 1,507 102.0 1,197 81.0 842 57,0 746 50,5 183 59.8 900 60,9

6,894 100.0 6,484 4 1 6,014 87.2 5,247 76.1 51522 80.1 6,024 87.4 6,016 17.3

5,58/ 100,0 7,268 110.1 7,464 133.6 6,721 120,4 7,048 126.1 8,256 147.3 9,590 171.6

2,178 100.0 2,234 102,6 1,704 78.2 1,119 54.6 1,10 50.8 1,360 62,4 1,438 66,0

546 234 100.0 590,418 10811 523 994 95.9 429 542 70.6 421.402 77.1 4171134 87.1 500,434 91.6

*NOTE; Not bisetonliternalve St. Louis CouptY Proj 79_
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1985 PROJECTED SCHOOL AGE POPULATION
AS A PERCENT OF 1970, BY COUNTY

Percent of 1970

16 1.1 50 to 59
24 11 60 to 64
18 1 1 65 to 74
14 EM3 75 to 84
15 85 to 129

state 77.8



AN OVERVIEW OF MINNESOTA'S
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM

Definition of -he Educational System

Education is a process through which students way.grow and
develop to become resourceful, productive citizens in a democratic
society. In Minnesota, this process of educating students
occurs under the auspices of the State Legislature, the State
Board of Education, the State repartment of Education, interme-
diate units, local school boards, end professional educators.

The primary delivery system for education in Minnesota ia
within 435 school districts which are experiencing a pheno-
menon referred to as fluctuating enrollments. This fluctua-
tion in enrollments in not unique to Minnesota, since it
appears to be ocalrring nationwide.

For purposes of this overview, the 435 school d:stricts in
Minnesota shell be referred to as the Educational System.
The fluctuation of enrollments within this Educational System
and the complex interactions of the system with its external
environment will set forth a framework for understanding the
status of education in Minnesota.

Minnesota's Educational ,x is increasingly complex due
to the past rapid growth in the Aumber of students entering the
system. This can bc recognized in the diverse sizes of the school
districts, the organizational structures of the school districts,
and the increasing specialization of functions within the school
districts. This system hecora more complex as one considers the
external deuands and supports for educational delivery systems
which are cost-effective and of high quality.

Education does not funct a vacuum. It is dynamic
and interacts continuously vith ts internal mid external
environment. Understanding tbfs interaction has been the
primary concern of educators, IvOslators, and the public at
large; comprehending the incrcl.es of this dynamic system is
difficult.
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Minnesota s Educational System appears to be going througha critical period which may be considered a "fiscal crisis"
affecting the quality and comprehensiveness of the educationalprocess. The question often asked by legislators, taxpayers, andeducators is "What factors in the Educational System need to beaddressed and studied so this apparent crisis may be unde stoodand thus resolved?"

One demographic factor, school enrollments, is currentlyunder study by this Council. School enrollments are an integralpart of the Educational System and, therefore, have extensiveinfluence within the System. Currently, enrollments are in astate of fluctuation characterized primarily by decline. Theadaptation to decline requires a new way of thinking and manage-
ment as illustrated in the following statements by the economist
Kenneth E. Boulding in M. Rodekohr, Adjustmentsof Coloradoitlett. Lincoln, Nebraska, Universityof Nebraska, 1974.

Ametica, and indeed mozt o wctLd zociety, haz enjoyed
glEoultA in many di66etent 601716 6o4. a pe/tiod PA. beyond

memay, ztAetchi_ng baciz f:ficieer! ;,(TA 4ome hupdfLeris
06 yeaAz. In the iazt 100 ort. 200 yer.Az gkowth in atmoist
ate majot Aezpectz haz f,een quite apid.

Otowth, howevet, cannot g-:7 on 6i:1/Levu( TheAe iz now
WcdezpAead Aecognition that we may be Lit ioA a perLiod
06 genetat ztowdown, eettligty in poptiLition gkowth and
quite pitobabLy in peA capita Am2 income az eneAgy and
mateAiatz [ic) zouncez become mom. zcanee and moAe
expensive, and az potent2viz 60A teehnotogicat changebegin ty exhauzt thenutvez. .

A pertiod o ztowdown, theAeiote, may eteate zeveAe
pAobtemz zimpty becauze ate ouA teaAning puce44c4
have taught uz to adapt to gAzath and we ,7ave TeAy
Littte oppoAtunity to expetience oA eem
ztow gAowth and .6t-W tezA orpoktur) to
dectZne. .

Adaptation t4 deaine, thete6oAe,
impoAtant zkitt in the yeaA4 ahear1.

adapted to powth, then Lie cfte
mezz 06 decline. TheAe -(.4 a ,stA9,
the ogummt that decline ACIVaA&S Aer

ng o he a v
ut Ike only
2 mrzke a

to he madc

judgment, a stAongeA zenze 06 connun.y, r-rd a h.L!.
okdek o6 teadeAzhip than gAowth doez. U iz cazy to
adjuzt to gAowth. 16 you make miztakes, time Wit gen-
e/tatty coAaect them. 76 you put ton much into one zegment

the zyztem, ate you have to do umit a tittte
hite and hold hack the gkowth o6 the ovcAextended zec-

tion and the othet zeetion4 wilt catch up with it. In
decline, howevet, tirne agyLavateA miztakez. Lt makesit much handm to achieve the picopeA pflopoktionz (16 the
Ayztem, az it js the achieving 06 heze opc,i. rLopoA-
tionz which a one o6 the majo,-, 6unctionz r6 teadeAship.

8 3
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In light of Bouldines distinction between management of
growth and the future management of decline, it may be appropriate
to bring the enrollment phenomenon into perspective. The Council
has found that fluctuating enrollments interact continuously with
other factors-which are also influencing the System. It is
important that these other factora affecting the Educational
System be clearly defined and their interaction with enrollments
and with each other be described. This may provide a global
picture of the "fiscal crisis" and the effects on the quality
and comprehensiveness of education. The factors to be addreased
are demographic, economic, legal, political, and cultural.

In cooperation with
developed two documents
nmnt trends in Minnesota
address population trends
trends on a county bas4.s,
developed a document ,acit,4
EnrolLments in Minnesota,
the Council.

A synopsis of he

te Demographer, the Council has
nrojected population and enroll-

Appendix 3 and 4). The documents
on a statewide basis and enrollment
The Ft-ate Damo.srapher has also

Analy-lis 0: Public School
E170-1974, was distributed by

on in these documents provides
the following populatiol: pad on llnent trends in M.tnnesots:

The general 2opul tht_ugh 85+ years) will continue
to increase from 3,804,971 in 1970, to 4,652,816 by 2000 (based
on 1.0 births per femalo).

The 5 through 18 year _o1 )0pulation will decrease from
1,124,605 in 1970, to 569,7a by 2000 (based on 1.9 births per
female).

Enrollment trends by 'aoraphic area are related to demo-
graphic factors, o.g., tlioy areas txperiencing a current or
projected severe ccrollrcc!: decline are eharacteri2ed by an old
age structure and ganLrully Cl=ewed to pro.:!ucing minimum growth.

There are gancrerLy fc,ur i;roups of counties Vluich reflect
diverse populatirn nn,:; f-uru11=ut vhich, in turn, may
affect the flucationl corul7 ions in aerie areas: those with a
projected severe erol ment decli,ne nra rural in residence
and are not sparnely pcf
a projected 30 thro-
characterized by a
lilted (e.g., Cook Cu-
decline attributed to
and characterized by out-ti
(e.g., Ramsey and 1;enncpin C.

growth in enrollrun and the

, Vedwood County); those with
Iment decline which are

area and are sparsely popn-
wfrh a projected enrollment

,-Hch are urban in residence
n of :'(! general population

!,1); and those vith potential
ral populacinn for a limited

pyriod of time (c-c,,, C11!:;ao County),



Understanding the impact of population and enrollment trendson the Educational System can be perplexing. For exemfle,consider the possible implications of the future changes ingeneral population characteristics as they may relate to theEducational System. There may be a divergent distribution of agegroups characterized by increasingly greater numbers of adults inthe older age groupie and fewer adults with schoolage childrenThis may necessitate
au increasingly active pursuit of educational and financial support from those citizens no longerreceiving direct benefits fr,a education. The quality of citizenparticipation could become a very crucial and serious element inthe Educational System.

The demographic characteristics found in the differentgeographic areas will.also need serious consideration wheaplanning for the future of education in Minnesota. Row does onedevelop policies at the state level which
will facilitate thediverseyopulation trende existing in the four previously mentioned i5roups of counties? To what extent can these policiesensure the flexibility necessary to meet the continuously changingeducational needs of these areas? These are complex questionswhich are being addressed by the Council. It is anticipated thatthey will be answered at the completion of this study.

2. ECONOMIC FACTORS

The Educational temgs fiscal component is also affectedby more general economic developments such as inflation,
recession 'and unemployment) and changes in the genere levelsof interest rates. At first glance, these might not appear torelate to fluctuating school enrollments. This may be anerroneous assumption. Fluctuating enrollments and economicconditions appear to interact to affect the total coats and perpupil unit costs in such areas as fixed charges, instructionalsalaries, and supplies.

Given the current revenue limitations of the 1971 OmnibusTax Law, the management of the Educational System can no longerlevy taxes beyond the limit authorized by the state aid formulawithout approval by the electorate. If expenditures related toeconomic factors rise dramatically, school districts will needto reallocate existing funds between budget functions to coverthese additionalcosts. This reallocation of revenue mightaffect the quality
or comprehensiVeness of the educationalprogram if dollars are taken from the instructional functionsto cover increasing
noninstructional costs. This reallocationmay be reflected in reduced programs, staff and/or facilities.
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Nationally, Minnesota ranks very high in taxation and
expenditure levels for education. It might be unreasonable
to believe tax rates could be increased further to account
for increasing educational costs. This implies the need fo a
careful analyais of how money is now being expended and how it
might be allocated more effectively.

3. TEGAL FACTO

Legal frtors influe_cing the Educational System include
legislative action at the state and federal level, court
decisions, and rules and regulAtions oet by Lhe State Board of
Education and implemented by the State Department of Education.
As with economic factors cne might say legal factors do not
interact with fluctuating school enrollments to affect the cost,
quality, and comprehensiveness of the educational process.
This, too, may not be totally correct. All of these actions in
interaction with enrollments can affect the cost, quality, and
comprehensiveness uf ethication. This will be illustrated in
Section IV of this docuent Ilhich describes specific cost,
quality, and revenue problews in education. These problem
statements consider such legal factors as tenure, bargaining
rights, and senioriL: righL:;.

4. POLITICAL FACTG

Education is a cenetitutiorci fitIon of the state and,
therefore, is very much a part of the political system. The
Educational System is influenceu thrcwih the electoral
process, interest gro-57, zhe 7'encral political clime
This can be witnesso6 l uch ,, n5 the growing
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-TURAL FACTORS

Cultural factora are most difficult to understand, pro
or define. CUltural factors include the norms, values, beliefs,
perceptions, motivations, habits, and expectations of our
pluralistic society. Since organizations are:created to serve
particular needs of our society, cultural factors become increas
ingly important to the functioning of the Educational System.

It might be accurate that this factor has, historically,
had a posttive effect on the Educational System. The long
standing support of education in Minnesota via increased tax
dollars and public interest in quality education has promoted
the national recognition of Minnesota for its support of educa
tion.

It is difficult to predict how future cultural inter9sts
will influence change in education. The anticipation of an
older age group distribution with fewer parents directly
involved in the educational process could have a devastating
or enlightening influence on the new demands and supports
affecting the system.
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EFFECTS OF FLUCTUATING
ENROLLMENTS

A. Effects on Cost

1. GENERAL PROBLEM STAT -TNT

Total educational costs are increasing. This does not
appear to be unique to only those school districts exhibiting
growth in enrollments. School districts with stable and
declining enrollments also appear to be experiencing increased
costs.

To facilitate one's understanding of costs, the concepts of
total cost and per pupil unit cost need to be defined. Total
costs refer to all expenditures. Per pupil unit cost refers to
total expenditures divided by the total number of pupil units in
average daily membership (ADM).

Assuming a stable economy, the total costs in a growing
school district will increase, while per pupil unit costs tend
to inctc-nse less rap:=cily. The total costs in a declining sohool
district may decreaLo while the per pupil unit costs probably
will increase llore rnpidly than stable or fast growth districts.

The incr se in cos,ts by type of school district can be
attributed to otbcr factors interacting with the fluctuating
School enrollments. Those factors have been defined in Section
III A1-5 as demographic, legal, political, and cultural.

Fluctuating school enrollments are a reality in almost
every school district in Einnesota. A school district's total
enrollment may be declining, remining stable, or showing
growth. However, a b':47-1Idown of the total enrollment into
grades or level6 rix.viWls the fluetua:.ion. For example, secondary
enrollments my be :tncreasing while elementary enrollments are
declining. in tbe decline by grade or level may be
attributed to c or reduced birth ra es. Since out-
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migration may tend to reduce enrollment across gradea, thedecline may not be consistent by grades or level. Declinedue to the reduced birth rate may be more consistent by-grade.

Another element of demographic factors affecting the costof educational programs is the aocioeconomic
distribution of thepopulation. This is most readily found in the urban schooldistricts. With the increased out-migration and the decrease iwbirth rates, there may be a shift in the socioeconomic structureof the community. If this results in a disproportionate

increase in the number of students from the lower aocioeconomIcstructure, the demands and needs for increased compensatory andspecial programs may increane. This could place additionalfinancial burdens on the district which must be absorbed in thecurrent budget. The effects of this burden on general educationcoats may reduce the comprehensiveness of education in thatdistrict.

Economic factors such as inflation seem to have signfi- nt effects on the financial aspect of education. This walbe reflected in the budget by increases in the total cost perpupil unit 'costs. In a declining enrollment district the perpupil unit costs will increase more rapidly than in a districtexhibiting stable or growing enrollments. For declining districtsthese per pupil unit costs will continue to increase until anoptimal decline requires the closing of facilities and, perhaps,the reduction of staff. Inflationary costs will also be re-flected in salaries, fringe benefits, instructional supplies andequipment, and the general maintenance and operation of theplant.

Legal factors, represented by legislative action at thestate and federal levels, court d A.sions, and rules and regula-tions set by the State Department of Education may contribute tothe increase of total coot and/or per putpil unit costs. Forexample, Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subfl. 6a, Un-Aequasted Leave 06. asenac, and Subd. 6h, Unitequted Lecoe oiAimeRee, provide a legal basis for the institution of a seniorityclause in all school districts except Cities of the First Class.School districts have the option of negotiating their (pun policyor abiding by the provision in Subd. 6b. While this statute mayhave both positive and negative attributes for labor in the
Educational System, it may also demonstrate a negative effect byincreasing educational costs. This increase in cost (totaland/or per pupil unit cost) may occur where there is an increas-ingly unequal distribution of professional staff on the highersteps of the salary schedule. AA enrollments decline, result-ing staff reductions may cause an increase in the number ofteachers with higher educational training and experience whichwill be reflected in the growing number of teachers on the
higher levels of the salary schedule. This increabe will also
affect the total and per pupil unit co tn.
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Court decisions, and the State Board of Education's rules
and regulations on legal issues (i.e., desegration/integration,
the effects of inflation and declining enrollments) place a
financial burden on school districts, especially urban districts.
The costs related to instituting new programs to achieve
desegration/integration plus the effects of inflation become an
educational overburden. Declining enrollments attributed to
out-migration and the decreasing birth rate may result in an
increasing proportion of lower socioeconomic students. This
causes an increase in educational costa if there is additional
need for compensatory and special educational services.

Rules and regulations set by the State:Board of Educa-
tion and the State Department of Education, to implement
legislation (i.e., equalizing athletic programa, human rela-
tions, special education programs and due process) are promulgated
to benefit the educational process. However, they could also
have an adverse cost effect. These rules may require redistri-
bution of funds or additional funds. School districts operating
within budgetary limitations are often forced to choose between
the expansion of existing programs and the institution of new
programs.

Finally, one should consider Ole time involved in comrlying
with these legal factors in light of greater demands for accounta-
bility. Compliance talces time which consumes dollars otherwise
spent in the internal management of the educational program.
The extent to which compliance is done in the form of written
documents, financial reports, and written justification for
req-Aested funding may require additional administrative staff or
extended time allotted instructional personnel.

The interactf .1 of political nnd cultural factors shape
the demands, concerns, and supports placed on the Educational
S,istem. An anticipated older age group structure and its
particular interests ray limit the possibility of passing
educational referenda in the future. An older citizenry might
illfluence an increase in the demand for educational cost efficiency
er a reduction in the fin-anal:al and educational support for
the Educational System. The implications of future cultural
interests will he increasingly expressed in the political

.

pvecess. This may require ROW and different governance skills
in the Fducational System.

The problems discussed in the following specific problem
statements are interdependent but discussed separately to
distinguish their uniqueness. These_problems are not prese .ted
in order of priority for the Council's study or in order of
relative costs. For example, based on 1974-75 financiol data
expenditures, the overage expenditures per pupil unit for
sCministration was $35, the average expenditures per pupil unit
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for instructional salaries was $585, the average expenditures
per pupil unit for capital outlay was $112, and the average
expenditures pet pupil unit for transportation was $55. (SeeSpecial report: School district profiles show sharp contrasts,UPDATE, 1975, 9_(3) 1.)

2. SPECIFIC PROBLEM STAT -PERSONNEL

a.
3_amiititatiareitti-iCateriAdmin.L6t/tativeSta).

Administration costs nay be affected by fluctuating-enrollments
as well as economic and legal factors. These costs appear to havea positive relationship t; growing enrollments. For example,total administrative costs may increase, yet the per pupil unitcost may increase less rapidly or decrease. If a school district
increases its administrative staff, total cost will increase,while the per pupil unit cost may increase slightly, remainstable, or decrease. This relationship will depend on the amountof enrollment growth and the number of new administrative per-sonnel employed.

Total cost and per pupil unit cost in administr.. ion appearto have an inverse relationship with declining enrollments
(e.g., enrollment needs to decline significantly in order to
realize reduction ih administration). Until this significant
erWoliment decline is realized, total administration costs mayincrease due to inflationary factors and salary increases, while.144per'Tupil unit cost may accelerate due to decline in enrollments.The level of the decline, whether elementary or secondary, mayalso be a contributing factor in the reduction of additional
administrative personnel. The size of the district and adminis-trative unit interacting with the enrollment trends may influencethe reduction or addition of administrative staff. This influence
gay have positive or negative effects depending on the school
district involved. For example, a school district with an
enrollment of 650 students may employ only ore secondory principaland one elementary principal. Lr. cnrollt Lrovth cr declineof 100 students across all grades may accormodate the
addition or reduction of ndministrative st2=ff.

(1) EtegleAtxtAt IZ. The addition or reduction
of elementary instructional staff may be proportionate to
the enrollment growth or decline if the growth or decline
occurs progressively by grade. Ceographic foctors and
the size of school 'listricts may impede proportionate
additions or reductions of staff whichwill affect the
total cost and par pupil unit cost. In a growing district
the total cost for elementary instructionl taf may
increase while the per pupil unit cost EP: _ ,ase ordecrease In a declining district the totc.1 cct may
incr-ase less rapidly than the growing dist.rict or decrease.The per pupil unit cost for declining districts will
accelerate faster than in stable or grcrA.ng enrollment
districts.
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e reducti n or addition of elementary instructional
staff may not be proportionate to enrollment growth or
decline which occurs across grades rather than by grades.
Out-mlgration or in-migration may influence this type of
decline or growth., This disproportionate reduction or
addition of staff may be particularly true for school
districts which utilize the traditional classroom unit for
instruction rather than ungraded instructional units. In a
growing district the total cost may remain stable or
increase while the per pupil unit cost may decrease or
increase. This will be dependent on the number of stude_
involved in the growth and the number.of additional staff
hired. In a declining district the total cost may remain
stable or decrease, while the per pupil unit cost may
increase.

In addition to the effects of enrollment trends on the
total cost and per pupil unit cost, economic factors (e.g.,
salary increases) and legal factors (e.g., seniority staff
reduction plans) may affect the total cost and per pupil
unit costs. These factors may cause an increase in the
total cost for elementary instructional etaff in growing
districts, while the per pupil unit cost nay decrease or
increase. In declining districts the total cost may
increase less rapidly than growing districts, while the per
pupil cost may increase significantly.

These phen mena could create difficult decisions when
adjustments must be made in the expenditure patterns of a
school district operating with budgetary limitations.
These decisions become increasingly difficult as enrollments
tend to decline.

(2) condaky The addition or reduc_ on of necond ry
instructional staff ray not always he proportionate to the
enrollment grov-th or decline. At this level, enrollment
by course offerings bccomes the determining factor in
reducing or adding staff. For example, if the growth or
decline occurs across course offerings, it may not be
possible to increase or reduce staff proportionately
wfthout increasing or decreasing the number of courses
offered. As a result, the total cost for a growing district
may remaiu stable cr increase, while _he per pupil unit
cost increase or decrease. This will be dependent on the
nurbes of staff added and Ae increase in enrollment. For
a declining district the total cost ray remain stable or
decrease, while the per pupil unit cost increases or remains
stable. Again, this will be dependent of the number of
steZ involved in the reduction proccss and the decrease in
er.r eilment.

Further ie1.1_7:ca Lions for tot. al cost and per pupil unit
cost ray result iroe the effects of economic factors (e.g.,
sale ies) and legal factors (e.g., seniority staff reduc
tion plans and certification rocuiremonts). Incremental
salary increases plus an increase in the :raining and
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experience of the secondary staff will interact with the
cost effects of enrollment trends. These factors may
cause an increase in both the total cost and pet pupil unit
cost regardless of the enrollment trend. Certification
requirements (i.e., vocational education) may restrict the
reduction of staff and the use of alternative staffing
patterns. This may cause an increase in total coat for a
growing district where a staff member must be added based

.

on certification requirements. Per pupil unit cost may
increase or deerease. For a declining district the total
cost may increase while the per pupil unit cost accel-
erates with the decline.

All of these phenomena complicate the dec sion-making
process, especially when a district has to rerAuat expendi-
ture patterns under budgetary limitati,,lk

C3I athe4 Lutuctiona staii. Educational program
factors, student characteristics and mandated programs
influence the extensiveness of the supportive staff in this
category. One cannot assume a direct relaticuship be-
tween fluctuating enrollments and other instructional staff
without considering interaction with the educational
program and the pupil characteristics stated above. For
example, a school district may employ a counselor who
serves 400 students. A growth or decline of 50 students
may not dictate the addition to or reduction of counseling
staff. In a growing district this may not affect the
total cost, but, the per pupil unit cost will decrease. In
a declining district the total cost may remain stable,
while the per pupil unit cost will increase. This same
phenomenon may be true for librarians, educational con-
sultants, and special services staff.

IncreasIng salaries due to wage and benefit suttlenent
_

plus increased ,_rnining and eperience of staff vill affect
_e total cost and per pupil unit cost. This effect may be

reflected in increased total cost regardless of the enrollment
trends. The effects on the per pupil unit cost may in-
crease or decrease depending upon the enrollshent trend and
subsequent addition or reductim of s aff.

Increasing total cost and/o_ per pupil unir coot plus
an increasing public demand to "return to the "ausics" may
influence the decisions in growing school dist:uts tO not
add more support staff or influence declining districts to
make hasty decisions in reducing support staff, These
decisions Troy appear to have positive cost effects but may
result in adverse effects on the quality of education.

C. NOnCeltedStit. Hcra too, as with the other personne
categories, the addition or rcchiction of noncertificated staff
may not be proportionate to tlie cluolacnt growth or decline

9 3
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thus affecting the total cost and per pupil cost_for this area.
Economic factors such as wage, fringe benefits and conditions of
employment contracts also interact with enrollment trends to
effect the total cost and per pupil unit cost in this area.
While districts may slightly increase or decrease personnel in
this area, significant changes may not occur unless new facilities
are added or unutilized or underutilized facilities are closed.

SPECIFIC PROBLEM STAID. --FILITIES

For the most part, changes in the fixed costs for the
maintenance/operation of the plant may be more related to
eeonmic factors such as inflation than to enrollment trends.
flowever, a growth or decline in enrollment which would require
either the building of new facilities or the closing of unutilized
or underutilized facilities could increase or decrease total
cost respectively. Declining enrollments may have a short-term
positive effect if alternative educational delivery systems are
provided which utilize the excess space; however, the per pupil
unit cost will increase. Growing enrollments may place a short-
or long-termnducational burden on school districts due to lack
of space and/or overcrowding; however, the per pupil unit cost
may decrease.

Management decisions on the closing of facilit es may
have a positive effect on costs for the maintenance/ operat on
of facilities but may have a negative effect on the educational
program. For growth districts the passage of a building
referendum may have negative effects in the budget 1-): increasing
other related costs such as instructional supplies and equipment,
-maintenance supplies nnd equipment, and additional professional
and noncertificated staff, but nay have a positive effect on the
cducational program by providing needed space.

PECIFIC TAIL, TIWSP077 AT ION

a, tdn t TfLait4 O. on. Transp --ation costs tend to
interact with demographic, economic, and legal factors as well
as luctua'.:ing enrollments. Vhere the population density is
increasing and enrollricnts nre increasing, t1'.e total cost of
transportation may increase or remain stable the per pupil
unit cost may decrease. However, when the population density is
decreasing and enrollments are decreasing, the total cost may
remain stable while per pupil unit coat may increase. !Menges
in trans'. rtaticn, fi;:od Clar8es, travel time, and mileage may
have varying effects on the total cost and per pupil cost of
transportation. This vill depend on Ole size of the'distriet,
population density, and enrollent trend.
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b. Pemonna TAava. Total cost for the reimbursement of
personnel travel expenses may increase 86 the amount cZ
reimbursement per mile increases or as the mileage traveled per
staff member increases. A district with declining enrollments
may reduce the number of itinerant staff, but the result may
increase travel for remaining itinerant personnel. This may be
true for those dis,_ icts desiring to maintain or to continue the
educational programs associated with these itinerant personnel.
Total cost for personnel travrq may increase or decrease depending
upon how districts utilize itinerant staff. Declining o
growing enrollments may, respectively, increase or decrease the
per pupil unit cost.

If distrzta share itinerant staff, there may be a decrease
in the per pupil unit cost but, there may be an increase in
total cost due to the amount of travel involved. Hidden coats,
such as time spent traveling between districts, may not be
directly reflected in the budget and therefore, difficult to
measure.

5. SPECIFIC PROBLEM STAT JCATIONAL PROGRAM

a. CwviicuLa Poqtani Total coat and per pupil unit cost
in the curricular program will vary with enrollment trends as
well as with cultural, economic, and legal factors. In a
growing district the per pupil unit cost may decrease as students
are absorbed in existing programs, grade levels and/or courses.
When instructional staff are added to expand programs, grade
levels and/or courses, the per pupil unit cost may increase.

In a declining district per pupil unit cost has an
inverse relctIonship with enrollment until the eeline requir _

a reduction iu program and staff. This relationship is dis-
similar in the elementary and secondary levels. For example,
reduction in the elementary program can be more readily achieved
as the enrollments decl,ine by grade rather than across grades.
At the secondary level, reduction in the curricular program
is nore difficult as program offerings and ntnff allocations
are, for the most part, provided across grades rather than by
grades. Management decisions on reduction of educational
programs may he more difficult with the lack of clarity and/or
consistency at the state and local levels an to what should be
included in a minimal educational program.

b. -taritu 1itogium6. Per ,)upil unit costsin studen
activity prog_ ms are affected by enrollment, economic, and
legal factors. Equalization of athletic programs, salaries, and

.

staff along with increased costs of supplies nnd equipment
strongly affect this area regardless of flue- uating enrollments.
Direct- effccts of fluctuating enrollments on the totnl cost and
per pupil unit cost will vary by district end the 0-4:tent of
student ativity programs. Cne might enpect that a significant
growth or do.clino in enrollment must be roa7.1sed before an
increase or decrease in total cost occur. Per pupil unit co

9
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AUTHOR IZED TRANSPORTATION OF EL IGIBLE PUPILS

FOR PURPOSES OF STATE A ID, AUTHOR IZED TRANSPORTATION

INCLUDES THE FOLLOW ING CATEGOR IES OF TRANS PORTAT I ON:

TO AND FROM SCHOOL

REGULAR

HANDICAPPED
BOARD AND LODGING

( IN L IEU OF TRANSPORTATION)

BETWEEN SCHOOL BUILD INGS

SECONDARY VOCATIONAL CENTERS

(STATE BOARD APPROVED)
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS
(PR IOR APPROVAL REQU IRED)

WORK STATIONS
(PART OF APPROVED SEC. VOCATIONAL PROGRAM)

SHARED TIME PROGRAMS
(QUAL IFY FOR FOUNDAT ION AID)

NONAUTHOR IZED TRANSPORTAT ION INCLUDES FIELD TR IPS,

-STUDENT ACT IV ITY TR IPS, LU NCH BUSES, AND ANY OTHER
TRANSPORTAT ION SERVICES NOT SPEC IFICALLY DES IGNATED

AS AUTHOR IZED TRANS PORTATION.
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ELIGIBLE PUPILS

FOR PURPOSES OF STATE AID, PUPILS TRANSPORTED MUST BE

RESIDENTS OF THE DISTRICT WHO NUT THE FOLLOWING REQUIRE-

MENTS:

REGULAR RESIDES ONE MILE OR MORE FROM THE
SCHOOL ATTENDED

ENROLLED IN GRADE K-I2

TRANSPORTED 20 OR MORE DAYS

HANDICAPPED IS A HANDICAPPED CHILD AS DEFINED IN
LAW (RS. 120. 03 M S . 120. I7)

OTHER

CATEGOR rES

ATTENDS SPECIAL EDUCATION CLASSES

UNABLE TO RIDE A REGULAR BUS -OR-
ABLE TO R IDE A REGULAR BUS BUT R.IQU IRES

SPEC IAL HANDL 1NG OR FURTHER SPECIAL
TRANSPORTATION TO THE LOCATION OF THE
SPECIAL EDUCATION CLASSES ATTENDED

REFER TO INDIVIDUAL REPORT FORMS FOR

ANY SPECIAL ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS



FULL TIME EQUIVALENT (F.T.E ) PUPILS

AS TRANSPORTATION COST IS MAINLY A FUNCTION OF USE OF
TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES, F.T.E. PUPILS TRANSPORTED ARE
USED IN THE AID CALCULATION.

REGULAR A PUPIL TRANSPORTED 20 OR:MORE DAYS
1 F.T.E. PUPIL

REGULAR

SUMMER SCHOOL A PUPIL TRANSPORTED 3 OR MORE DAYS
116 F.T.E. PUPIL

HANDICAPPED FIT.E. PUPILS NUMBER OF DAYS TRANS-
PORTED 175

SECONDARY

VOCATIONAL
CENTER F.T.E. PUPIL COUNT IS BASED ON TERM

OF ENROLLMENT

TERM_

REGULAR YEAR
SEMESTER

QUARTER
112 SEMESTER

545

ELIGIBLE IF
TRANS pORTED R T. E.

20 DAYS 1

10 DAYS 1/2

7 DAYS 1/3

5 DAYS 1/4



CHANGES IN TRANSPORTATION AID CATEGORIES
EFFECTIVE IN 1975-76

AID CATEGORIES DISCONTINUED

EXTRAORDINARY TRAFFIC HAZARDS
FINANCING OF THIS TRANSPORTATION SHIFTED TO
100% LOCAL LEVY (F28-9)

LICENSED DAY ACTIVITY CENTERS,
FINANCING OF THIS TRANSPORTATION SHIFTED TO
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE

AID CATEGORIES ADDED

SHARED TINE PROGRAMS, $125,000
AUTHORIZATION IS LIMITED TO RESIDENT PUPILS
ENROLLED IN APPROVED SHARED TIME PROGRAMS
AND TRANSPORTED WITHIN THE DISTRICT (F28-7)

VOCATIONAL PROGRAM JOB SITES. $125.000
AUTHORIZATION IS LIMITED TO RESIDENT, SECONDARY
PUPILS TRANSPORTED TO AND FROM APPROVED VOCA-
TIONAL PROGRAM JOB SITES (F28-8)
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1975-76

EXCESS HANDICAPPED TRANSPORTATION AID

BASIC AID FORMULA LIMIT IS 118% OF 1973-74 COST PER
HAND !CAPPED PUP IL TRANSPORTED

COSTS BEIINEEN 118% AND 128% OF THE 1 -74 COST PER
PUPIL ARE FINANCED BY THE DISTRICT

COSTS IN EXCESS OF 128% OF THE 1973-74 COST PER PUPIL
ARE FINANCED 80% BY STATE AID (TO A MAXIMUM OF
$200, 000 STATEW I DE) AND 20% BY THE D I STR I CT.

EXAMPLE

1973-74 COST PER PUPIL $2, 000

PER PUPIL COST LIMIT, 2,000 X 1.18 = 2 360

1975-76 COST PER PUPIL 3. 690

FINANC ING

BASIC FORMULA TO 118% 2, 360

(STATE A ID AND LOCAL LEVY)

DISTRICT TO 128% 200

EXCESS OVER 128%:
(3. 690 2. 560 = 1. 130)

STATE AID 80% OF 1 130 904

DISTRICT 20% OF 1 130 226

3, 690
yr-

7 )0
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SCHOOL BUS DEPRECIATION AID

8 YEAR DEPRECIATION SCHEDULE

a AID IS PAID AT T '4E RATE OF 12 1/2% OF THE NEr VALUE

OF AN ELIGIBLE BUs ;N EACH OF 8 YEARS FOLLOWING

THE YEAR OF PURCHASE (DELIVERY)

SEPTEMBER, 1975 PAYMENT

NET VALUE OF ELIGIBLE BUSES AS OF JUNE 30, 1975

X 125 ° STATE DEPRECIATION AID

ELIGIBLE SCHOOL BUSES

17 PASSENGER CAPACITY OR MORE AND MEET STATE

MINIMUM CONVENTIONAL SCHOOL BUS STANDARDS

RESTRUCTURED VAN TYPE VEHICLES OF 16 OR LESS

PASSENGER CAPAC ITY
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AID PAYMENT SCHEDULE

THREE ESTIMATED CURRENT PAYAENTS

30% IN SEPTEMBER
30% IN DECEMBER
30% IN MARCH

FINAL PAYMENT FOR PREVIOUS YEAR IS MADE IN THE FALL
OF THE YEAR IN AN AMOUNT EQUAL TO APPROXIMATELY
10% OF THE AID EARNED FOR THE PREVIOUS YEAR

BUS DEPRECIATION AID IS PAID IN A LUMP SUM IN
SEPTEMBER



TRANSPORTATION LEVY

CERTIFIED IN THE FALL OF 1975

PAYABLE IN CALENDAR YEAR 1976

APPLIES TO FINANCING 1976-77

BASIC LEVY FOR OPERATIONS IS ONE 1974 EARC MILL

TRAFFIC HAZARDS LEVY

THE COST OF THE APPROVED PROGRAM OF TRANSPORTING

PUPILS WHO RESIDE LESS THAN ONE MILE FROM SCHOOL

WHEN THE TRANSPORTATION IS NECESSITATED BY EXTRA-

ORDINARY TRAFFIC HAZARDS (APPLICATION FORM F28-9)

SCHOOL BUS LEVY

THE AMOUNT BY WHICH PROJECTED BUS EXPENDITURES

FOR 1976-77 EXCEED THE BUS ACCOUNT BALANCE AS OF

JULY 1, 1976 PLUS.DEPRECIATION AID RECEIVABLE IN

1976-77

(BUS ACCOUNT, PAGE 16 OF THE 1974-75 ANNUAL FINANCIAL

REPORT, F29-2A)



PUPIL TRANSPORTATION FUND

ALL EXPENDITURES FOR PUPIL TRANSPORTATION, BOTH

AUTHORIZED AND UNAUTHORIZED, ARE TO BE RECORDED

IN THIS FUND

2. AT THE CLOSE OF THE YEAR

AUTHORIZED COSTS ARE REPORTED FOR STATE AID

NONAUTHORIZED COSTS ARE FINANCED BY A PERMANENT

TRANSFER FROM THE GENERAL FUND OR SCHOOL AUXILIARY

FUND

A SCHOOL BUS ACCOUNT SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED WITHIN

THIS FUND TO ACCOUNT FOR MONIES DEDICATED FOR THE

PURCHASE OF PUPIL TRANSPORTATION VEHICLES
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PUPIL TRANSPORTATION FUND

RESOURCES

1 MILL TRANSPORTATION LEVY
HAZARDOUS TRANS. LEVY
STATE TRANSPORTATION AID

a OTHER RECEIPTS
FUND TRANSFERS

RESOURcr
BUS LEVY
BUS DEPRECIATION AID
PROCEEDS FROM SALE OF

PUPIL TRANS. VEHICLES
INSURANCE RECOVERIES

ACCOUNT

EXPEND ITURES EXPENDITURES

AUTHORIZED TRANSPORTATION SCHOOL BUSES

SERV ICES SMALL VEHICLES USED

NONAUTHOR IZED TRANSPORTATION PR IMAR ILY FOR PUP IL

SERV ICES TRANSPORTATION
TWO-WAY COMMUNICATION

EQU I PMENT

7 0 :3
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Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enr_

Special study

1. Subject: Transportation _unding

lments

Appendix 1

2. Purpose of Study:
1) To determine the feasibility of amending the transpor-

tation aid formula to Provide reimbursement levels
adjusted for changes in the Wholesale Price Index.
To determine the feasibility of expanding the allowable
costs under the transportation aid formula to include
allowable costs for specified student activity and
personnel transportation needs.

Related Problem Areas:
Section IV A4a Student Transportation
Section IV A5b Student Activity Programs
Section IV B4 Transportation

Related Alternative So lutions:
Alt. Sol. 28 Amended Transportation Aid Formula
Alt. Sol. 29 Funding Transportation for Student Activities

5. Questions to be Addressed:
1) How could the tranSP ortaticn aid formula be amended

based on the Wbolesale Price Index to be more sensative
to those costs related to wholesale pricing changes
such as gasine, tires, etc?

2) How could the transp ortation aid formula be expanded
to include allowable cost for meeting specified student
activity and personnel transportation needs (field
trips, athletics, music, debate, etc.)

6. Required Data Base:

7. Desired Format of Report
1) Current provisions of transportation aid formula
2) Amended transportation aid formula

a. feasibility
b. alternatives
c. recommendation
Funding transportation for student activities
a. feasibilities
b. alternatives
c. recommendationa

4) Funding transportation for personnel needs
a. feasibilities
b. alternatives
c. recommendationS

Estimated Completion Date June 1, 1976
Reporting Date: June 111 1976 (Council meetin )
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SCHOOL BUI LDINGS

Section F.
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FACILITIES (CONSTRUCTION AND/OR
RENOVATION) STUDY*

Prepared by the Advisory Council
on Fluctuating Schobl Enrollments

IntAoduction

The purpose of this study was introduction to determine
the feasibility of a shared cost formula for school facil-
ities (construction and/or renovation). Information in this

area has proven to be sparse. Nationally, only one state,
Maryland, has assumed all costs of school construction, basic
changes were made in 13 other states. Florida, one of the

13 states, has been selected to illustrate the complexity
of a shared cost formula (See Section B of this Report).

Skated CoSt Fotmutae

A shared cost formula has at least three basic princi-

ples: (1) state assumption of a greater share of school
costs; (2) state assumption of some or all construction costs;
and, (3) allocation of financial resources in relation to
educational needs. The dasree to which a state assumes

,

financial responsibility will vary from minimal to com-
plete responsibility. Two basic sources of information are
required at the state level prior to consideration of the
feasibility of such a formula. This information includes
the cost of providing elementary and secondary educational
services and facilities, including special educational
services and facilities, and the number and kinds of in-
structional and other personnel; and, the cost of acquir ng
and maintaining land, buildings, and equipment.

Ftmida's Shouted Cost Folunuta

Florida's shared cost formula is presented to illustrate
the type of information required by the state of Florida to
determine how resources will be allocated to individual
school districts. Section 7 of this formula encompasses
comprehensive school construction and debt service programs.

*See Appendix 1: Advisory Council on Fluctuat ng School

Enrollments Special Studies.
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Section 8 of this formula covers school design, construction
techniques and financing mechanimms. This section particularly
addresses the use of relocatable and/or modular units. Section
9 of Florida's formula shoWs how the allocation of facilities
funding_relates to the total allocation of resources in
Florida's educational finance program.

LAWS OF FLORIDA, Chapter 73-345,
Sections 7, 8, and 9

Section 7 Funds for comprehensive school construction and debt
.erviee.The annual allocation from the Florida education finance program
to each district for the comprehensive school constructioa and debt service
program shall be determined as follows:

(1) Pursuant to regulations of the state board the commissioner shall
deterrnine annually the projected school plant and annual debt service needs
for each school district and report this to the legislature. In detennining
these needs and in making the report the commissioner shall include at
least the following elements:

Projected student membership for the n (6) y r period.

(b) Projected number of unhoused studenta.

(c) Cost of removing the deficiencies related to health and safety to
.life standards.

(d) Cost of improving the educational environment in existing school
plants.

(e) Current construction cost data as determined by the state board.

_ Five (5) year projected cost of amortizing the annual payment of
the bonded indebtedness of the district issued prior to the effective date of
this act.

(g) Cost of site acquisition and improvement.

(h) Amount of additional resour available pursuant to the provisions
of Article X11, Section 9(d) of the Constitution as amended in 1972.

(i) Amount of funds from other sourc s available to the school board;
and earmarked for capital outlay purposes, however, these funds shall not
include any funds available from tax monies collected from millage elec-
tions in excess of ten (10) mills.

(j) District housing index.

(k) Ciquare footage requirements for program grade groups.
(1) Special im,tructional facilities needed to improve the program at

a school center but not necessarily to increase the student stations of the
centen

(m) Amount of funds deriv d from voted ad valorem taxes in excess
of ten (10) mills which were expended for school plants during the live
5) years prior to the effective date of this act, other than those utilized

for payment on boadcd indebtedness.

(2) The commissioner shall determine annually the amount allocated
to each district from the funds appropriated for the purpose of imple-
menting this seetion as follows:
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Determine the costs of the projected school plant needs, the five
year projected debt service needs and the expenditures of ad valorem

taxes in excess of ten (10) mills for each district as determined in sub-
section (1) of this section.

(b) Determine the projected additional resources available under the
provisions of Article XII, section 9(d) of the constitution as amended in
1972, and the projected amount available to each district from other fund
sources allocated for school plants.

(c) From the costs of the projected school plant and five (5) year pro-
jected debt service needs for each district subtract the projected additional
resources available, and add the expenditure of ad valorem taxes in ekcess
of ten (10) mills as determined in paragraph (a) of this subsection, The
result shall represent the estimated cost of unfunded school plant and debt
service needs for each district.

(d) The funds appropriated annually for the purpose of implementing
this section shall be allocated to the respective districts in proportion to
their percentage of the state total of unfunded school plant and debt serv-
ice needs as determined above.

(3) Funds accruing to a district from the provisions of this section
shall be expended on needed projects as shown by a survey or surveys
n the district under regulations of the state,board. The priority of ex-

penditure by districts shall be as follows:

(u) New classrooms and special instructional facilities necessarY to
provide needed pupil stations at either a new or existing school center;
school sites or additions to sites and site improvement incident to new con-
struction or to make a site addition useable; restoration and correcting de-
ficiencies required for snfety to-life; health-and-sanitation-.

(b) Special instructional and auxiliary facilities needed to improve the
program at a school center but not necessary to increase the pupil stations.

(c) Major alterations to existing buildings which would substantially
improve the utility of the space and replacement of or major alterations to
the existing heating, cooling, lighting, safety, and sanitary facilities at a
permanent school center.

(d) Debt service for district bonds serviced by voted ad valorem taxes.

(4) Each school board allocated funds under this section shall submit
to the commissioner a projection of its schedule of eligible capital outlay
disbursements for specified periods as prescribed by regulations of the
state board. Upon approval by the commissioner, the comptroller shall dis-
burse the funds. Prior to the distribution of the initial funds pursuant to
this section the commissioner shall determine the district's needs pursu-
ant to subparagraphs (2)(a), (b) and (c) in this section, and update the
state facilities inventory subsequent to the effective date of this act.

. School design, construction techniques and financing mecha-

(1) The state hoard shall require that relocatable school facilities be
provided at school centers where there is reason to believe the pupil popu-
lation is unstable or is projected to decline in future years. The state board
shall provide plans both for standard relocatable facilities and prototype
plans for school plants for the purpose of making optimal use of perma-
nently constructed facilities separate from or in conjunction with relo-
eatable classrooms or modular relocatable units. These shall be utilized
unless the local district shall affirmatively show that it can obtain or con-
struct comparable facilities at less expense.
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(2) The state board may require or approve the utilization of rented
or leased facilities. Facilities may also be acquired by lease-purchase agree-
ment and any capital outlay funds available are hereby authorized to be'
expended for such purposes.

(3) The state board may require local districts to employ procedures
for the construction of new permanent facilities or major additions to
existing facilities that will include but not be limited to the latest devel-
opments in construction techniques, materials, design, and concepts such
as turn-key bidding, construction management, systems building process and
the use of modular and standardized components, unless the district can
document affirmatively that other procedures will provide the same quality
of construCtion at less cost.

(4) All school facilities constructed by a school board incorporating
the minimum standards prescribed by regulations of the state board as
authorized in §235.26, Florida Statutes, shall be exempt from all state,
county, district, municipal or local building codes and ordinances. Any
inspection by local government shall be based on minimum standards ns
prescribed by the state board.

Section 9. Total state allocation to each district.

(1) The total annual state allocation from the Florida education fi-
nance program to each district shall be the sum of:

(a) The total allocation for current operation as determined in Sec.
tion 4,

(b) The total allocation for pupil transpor ation as determined in
Section 6,

(c) The total allocation for school construction and debt service as
determined in Section 7, and

(d) The amount of state reimbursement for actual tax loss resulting
from the additional homestead exemptions authorized in chapter 71-309,
Laws'of Florida, which shall be computed as follows:

1. The department shall compute the number of mills of tax needed to
provide the district required elfin t that year, and

2. From the actual tax levy for operating purposes or ten (10) mills,
whichever is less, subtract the millage determined in 1,

3. The remainder obtained in 2 shall be multiplied by the total value of
the additional homestead exemptions authorized in chapter 71-209, Laws of
Florida, and multiply this product by ninety five (95) percent.

4. The amount determined in 3 shall be the allocation to the dis *ct.

(2) The department shall distribute the annual allocation prescribed
herein and all other allocations as provided for by law periodically to
each district in the manner prescribed by regulations of the state board.
The department shall prior to June 30 each year, factor the base student
cost by art amount sufficient to allocate to the districts the total funds
appropriated for the Florida education finance program.

Recommendatio-

It seems imperative that any recommendation in this area
mUst consider the following factors:

1. The task of the Council is not to develop a comprehensive
shared cost formula:

1 1
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2. The degree to which Minnesota has pertinent information
in this area readily available; and
The extent of knowledge about how fluctuating enrollments
and the cost of providing educational facilities are related.

Therefore, the Council might'consider the following:

The State Board of Education:should investigate the
relationship of fluctuating school enrollments and school
facilities in the State of Minnesota. Thie investigation
should include a facilities needs assessment in eaCh school'
district.
The Legislature.should consider the possibility of a
facilities program in the State of Minnesota which Would
relieve the local school districts of thSfinancial
responsibility for funding local facilities.
The Council
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Appendix 1

Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments

Special Study

1. Subject: Facia es (Cons uct on and/or Renovation)

2. Purpose of Study:
To determine and study the feasibility of a shared cost
formula for school facilities construction and/or renovatIon

Related Problem Areas:
Section 10A3 Facilities

4. Related Alternative Solutions:
Alt. Sol. 25 Shared Cost Formula for Construction and/or
Renovation

5. Questions to be Addressed:
What shared cost formulas could be adapted in innesota?

6. Required Data Base:
Shared Cost formulas used in other states

7. Desired Format of Report:
1) Alternative formulas
2) Recommendations

Estimated Completion Date: June 1, 1976
Reporting Date: June 11, 1976



2.

MODULAR/RELOCATIOLE EDUCATIONAJ,
UNITS STUDY*

Prepared by the Minnesota State Department
Department of Education

idS the cuAAent A
Minnesota?"

zatLot 0 MO

Scores of self contained classroom units are being used
throughout the state to both provide temporary space needs
and as a substitute for permanent space needs.

What 41.6 the cuntent and pAojected need at additionaZ
c ate4 ztatexide?"

A few districts will have continuing growth requiring
the use of modular/relocatable buildings during planning
and construction stages until permanent buildings are com-
pleted. A very few districts will have temporary needs for
spaces in elementary and/or secondary until a "bubble" in
enrollment is past and permanent facilities can handle the
loads.

No summary of specific needs in terms of student stations
has been done and no resources have been allocated to evaluate
facilities now available for educational services. This should
be done!

"What 4:4 the lieasibitity o u thIg moduloit. eavtzbee
units by and between datAiet6

Appropriate use of modular/relocatable units is feasible
but those presently used are inflexible and high maintenance
liabilities.

"What shoutd be the Aot
use ol5 modueat/Aetocatabte units.

_e enco g the

Provide funding for research and encourage the development
of more flexible modular/relocatable units that can be shipped
longer distances with less expense, operated at lower costs and
provide more appropriate spaces.

*See Appendix 1: Advisory Council on Fluctuating School
Enrollments Special Study.
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The S.D.E. should place greater emphasis upon the collec-
tion and organization of facilitiesAata so that more reasonable
planning is possible. A statewide inventory of the 2,000 Plus
buildings operated to provide public educational services would
require about 20,000 man hours plus data processing time, assuming
a systematic data collection 'plan, trained and qualified evalua-
tors and scheduled collection within a one year.span.
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Appendix 1

Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments

Special Study

Subject: Modular Relocatable Units

Purpose of Study:
To determine what role the state could play in encouraging
the use of modular relocatable instructional units by and
between school districts.

Related Problem Areas:
Section IV A3 Facilities

Related Alternative Solutions:
Alt. Sol. 26 Modular/Relocatable Units

Questions to be Addressed:
1) What is the current status in the utilization of modular

units?
2) What is the current and projected need for additional

facilities statewide?
3) What is the feasibility of utilizing modular/relocatable

units by and between districts?
4) What should be the role of the state in encouraging

the use of modular/relocatable units

6. Desired Format of Report:
1) Current status in the utilization of modular units.
2) Current need for additional facilities.
3) Projected need for additional facilities
4) Feasibility of utilizing modular/relocatable units

by and between districts
5) Role of the state
6) Recommendations

8. Estimated Completion date: May 1, 1976
Reporting date: May 7, 1976 (Council meeting)
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CERTIFICATE OF NEED STUY*

Prepared by the Minnesota State
Department of Education

"What haa be.en the. ca.t.mtaZe SoAinAtituting a C
cate oS Need in the State ol6 Minneaotaf"

This department presumes the rationale is to avoid un-
necessary duplication of facilities and services.

"What have been Sound to be the pkoz and con6 oS a
Centicate oS Need?"

Pros:
To avoid additional costs of unnecessary duplica-

tion of services.
To coordinate the planning by different entities.
To provide better (more comprehensive ) services.

Cons:
Loss of local freedom to act without regard to

neighboring entities.
Development of bureaucratic inertia.

"What attennatives have been conzideted in
CeAtiSicate oS Need, A. any?"

The District Organization, Planning and Operations
Section of tha'State Department of Education suggests that
positive incentives for cooperation and coordination of
planning and delivery of educational-services be provided.

*See Appendix 1: Advisory Council on Fluctuating School
Enrollments Special Studies.
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Appendix 1

Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments

Special Study

1. Subject: Certificate of Need

2. Purpose of Study:

1) To determine the feasibility of requiring a Certificate of
Need issued by the State Board of Education or the regional
service units which includes an approval procedure.

3. Related Problem Areas:

Section IV A3 Facilities

4. Related Alternative Solutions:

Alt. Sol. 23 Certificate of Need

5. Questions to be Addressed:

1) What has been the rationale for considering a Certificate
of Need in the state of Minnesota?

2) What have been found to be the pros and cons of a Certificate
of Need?

3) What alternatives have been considered in lieu of a Certificate
of Need, if any?

Required Data Base:

1) Past discussion and action at the state level about the need
for a Certificate of Need.

7. Desired Format of Report:

1) History and rationale of a Certificate of Need
2) Pros and cons 9f a Certificate of Need
3) Alternatives
4) Recommendatio

Estimated Completion Date: May 1, 1976

Reporting Date: May 7, 1976
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Tab 8-A

This table depicts 1970-71 and 1974-75 enrollments in the fall of eachyear, in average daily membership (A.D.M. ), and in pupil units in A.D.M.

SCHOOL DISTRICT Preston
DISTRICT No. 233

ENROLLMENT AND EXPENDITURE LEVELS

ENROLLMENT T1END

A. FALL ENRO

LE HEx

Moderate Decline

RADES

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

1.9797.71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

ENROLLMENT % CHANGE
K

1-6

7-12

1-12

K-12

53
43

344
283

341
347

685
630

738
673

-19%

-18%

+2%

8%

-9%

A

OLLMENT

a

P_ IL UNITS*
GRADES

K 1970-71 53.2 271974-75 44.1 22
1-6 1970-71 345.9 3461974-75 287.6 288
7-12 1970-71 344.2 4821974-75 351.4 492
1<!-12 1970-71 743.3 855

1974-75 683.1 802

* Pupil Unit is a maure of school district size resulting from theapplication of weightin faetors - Kindergarten, 1.0 - Elementary,1.4 - Secondary) to the Enrollment expressed in Average Daily Member-ship (A.D.M.).
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Table 9-A

This table depicts 1970-71 and 1974-75 enrollments in the fall of each
year, in average daily membership (A.D.M.), and in pupil units in A.D.M.

SCHOOL DISTRICT Richfield

ENROLLMENT AND EXPENDITURE LEVELS

ENROLIIIENT TREND

A. FAT

GRADES

1-6

.7-12

1-12

K-12

Sharp Decline

HEx

DISrRICT NO.

. GRADES

1-6

7-12

X-12

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

CE DAILY ERSH

YEAR

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

ENROLLMENT

742
546

4,432
3,328

5,288
4,643

9,720
7,971

10,462
8,517

ENROLLN

734.7
539.7

4,403.6
3,348.2

5,278.5
4,629.9

10,416.8
8,517.8

280

% CHANGE

-26%

-25%

-12%

-18%

-19%

PUPIL UNITS*

367
270

4 404
3,348

7,390
6,482

12,161
10,100

Pupil Unit is A measure of school district size resulting fro- the
application of weighting factors (0.5 - Kindergarten, 1.0 - ElementarY.
1.4 - Secondary).to the Enrollment expressed in Average Daily Member-
ship (A.D.M.).

5 1
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Table 10-A

This table depicts 1970-71 and 1974-75 enrollments in the fall of each
year, in average daily membership (A.D.M.), and in pupil units in A.D.M.

SCHOOL:DISTRICT Eveleth

ENROLLMENT AND EXPENDITURE LEVELS

ENROLLMENT TREND Sharp Decline

HE LEx

DISTRICT NO. 697

A. PALEOLT
RADES YEAR

1970-71
1974-75

1-6 1970-71
1974-75

7-12 1970-71
1974-75

1-12 1970-71
1974-75

K12 1970-71
1974-75

ERSHIP

GRADES

ENROLLMENT

122
93

857
699

984
956

1,841
1,655

1,963
1,748

% CHANGE

-24%

-18%

-3%

-10%

ENROLLMENT PUPIL ITS*

X 1970-71 104.3 52

1974-75 95.2 48

1-6. 1970-71 877.4 877

1974-75 699.7 700

7-12 1970-71 979.8 1,372

1974-75 961.8 1,347

X-12 1970-71 1,961.5 2,301

1974-75 1,756.7 2,095

* Pupil Unit: is a measure of school distric-.. size resulting from the
application of wcightil: factors (0,5 - Kindergarten, 1,0 - Element_
1.4 -.Secondary) to the Enrollment expressed in Average Daily Member-
ship (A.D.M.).
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Table 11-A

This table depicts 1970-71 and 1974-75 enrollments in the fall of each
year, in average daily membership (A.D.M. )- and in pupil units in A.D.M.

SCHOOL DISTR CT_ South_Koochiching

ENROLLMENT AND EXPENDITURE LEVELS LE H-

ENROLLMENT TREND Sharp Decline,

IDSTRICT NO 363_

A. FALL ENROLLMENT

.CMADES

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

i970-71
1974-75

CHANGE

1-6

7-12

1-12

K12

0

16

236
167

252
236

488
403

488
419

-29%

-6%

-17%

-14%

B. AVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP

RADES YEAR ENROLLMENT PUPIL UNITS*

K 1970-71 1.0 .50
1974-75 20.7 10

1-6 1970-71 287.7 288
1974-75 210.0 210

7-12 1970-71 239.9 336
1974-75 233.6 327

K-12 1970-71 528.6 624.5
1974-75 464.3 547

* Pupil Unit is a measure of school district size resulting from the
spplicntion of weighting factors (0,5 - Kindergarten, 1.0 - Element:1u,
1.4 - Secondary) to the Enrollment expressed in Average Daily Member-
ship (A.DM.).
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Table 12-A

This table depicts 1970-71 and 1974-75 enrollments in the fall of each
year, in average daily membershiP (A.D.M.), and in pupil units in A.D.M.

SCHOOL DISTRICT nneota

ENROLLMENT AMD EXPENDITURE LEVELS

ENROLLMENT MEND

PAL

GRADES

7-12

1-12

K-12

B. AVERACE DAILY MERSHIP

GRADES

1-6

7-12

l<12

p Decline

LE LEx

DISTRICT NO. 414

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

1970-71
1974-75

ENROLLMENT

63
52

36
210

472
409

779
619

842
671

ENROLLMENT PUPIL UNITS*
_

1970-71 62 7 31
1974-75 54.2 27

1970-71 303.4 303
1974-75 210.2 210

1970-71 467.6 655
1974-75 418.8 585

1970-71 833.7 989
1974-75 683,2 822

* Pupil Unit is a menstre of school district size resulting from the
Opplication,of eighting factorn (04 - tandergarten, 140 - Elementary
144 - Secondary) to the Enrollment expressed in Average Daily Member-
ship (A.D.M.).
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TAB12 1-3

P18 Professional Staff Pet 1000 Students

04

Class Sise Ratios by School District-
fft Professional Staff Per 1000 Students

a

Clue Sise Ratio

Total

Adabletation

Pupil

Peraootel

Special

Education

Classtoom

Teachers

7-12

Classroom

Teachers

Other_

Instructiossl

Staff

Total

Profueionel

Sta f

E-6

Cho Size

7-12

Class Size

1970 1974 1970 1974 1970 1974 1970 1974 1970 1974 1970 1914 1970 1974 1970 1 74 1970 1974

Burnsville 3.11 3.35 2.17 2.30 2.34 3.33 40.15 4032 47,93 49.52 W 1.40 49.31 51.85 25 25 21 20

Elk liver 3.28 3.05 3.24 2.66 3.26 2.90 36.93 44.04 42.77 4.204 1.03 1.50 4737 49.51 27 23 23 24

Audubon 2.96 6.37 5.33 0.00 2.96 .60 36.65 42.44 60.71 54.37 0.00 1.34 65.09 52.63 27 24 16 18

Laporte 4.16 4.27 1.67 533 0.00 4.96 55.13 49.77 73.28 6037 1.83 3.07 70.83 67.59 18 20 14 16

Cloquet 3.82 3.74 3.00 4.08 2.18 4.75 4532 49.91 74.72 52.87 5.14 5.63 53.63 61.84 22 20 21 19

Fosstou 3.49 4,12 2.45 3.57 2.62 3.13 41.98 55.01.56.26 58.63 2.04 138 55.11. 65,07 24 18 18 17

Preston 3.83 5.94 3.08 3.27 0.00 0.00 50.38 50.80 49.27 48.59 1.36 2.60 54.74 55.90 20 20 20 21

Storden-Jeffets 3.46 5.99 1.26 4.99 1.78 3.59 40.33 65.13 30.89 63.44 1.51 3.41 40.80 73.91 25 15 32 16

Richfield 3.48 4.23 3.42 439 2.49 3.85 35.76 48.41 47.62 51.79 .29 1.59 49.89 60,65 28 21 21 19

Eveleth 3.04 2.40 2.16 2.86 2.98 4.00 38.29 41.28 46.44 48.46 .98 2.04 49,03 52,52 '6 24 22 21

S. Ioochlch5ng 2.86 5.18 3.48 3.58 0.00 3.58 45422 69.40 74.37 74.24 1.37 2.86 65.10 81.67 '42 14 14 14

iiinneota 2.62 4.47 .23 1.59 1419 489 40427 44.51 47.91 53.35 1. .74 82.03 87.99 IS 21 19

01Ses ails ratio is a ratio o_ class= teachers to enrollment.
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513001 DISTRICT lornsville TABLE le

and 197445 OREM VL REAL

INDISBURSENESTSANDREVREIMIPTS

RAI

KM 11122

mum

COSTS

:_mgcs

11101114INT AND

MOLL= TIED

luksponootis

r1FRSDITUIS

Moth

LEMS El

DISTIET iv' 197041

UNITS COSTS CUM
pilwa Of INTIATIOS

_OS DNIT COSII

A4 MIMS=
Adjuited Maintenance Colt 1910-71 727 *4 679 102

1974.75 924 +27% 626 t.01

D fume +197 4. 1

X-12 Teachers Salaries 197041 406 349 57

1914-75 488 +202 330 - 3t 158

Differ-- + U2 - 19

Adadaistration Ind Other luttut onsl Salaries 1970.71 89 .77 12

1974.75 121 +361 82 + 61
39

Difference + 32 + 5

Total Professional Salaries 197071 495 426 69

1974-75 609 +Z3% 412 - 3% 197

DLf1e ac +114 - 14

Opatition And NittittfatiU of Plant 197041 94 81

197445 _108 +151 -101

Diffe en + 14

_73

8

Fired aargei 1970.71 33 2$

1974-75 17 -391

Dif formes a = 11

Transportation,
1970-71 40 34

1974-75 52 35 + 31 17

Differeneos + 12 + 1
3. MESH RCEI?rscENIRAL raD

Total LD1 Recut?
1970-71

1974-75

454

468 3%

331970

492

64

131

Difference* + 14 -.73

Total County Reetipte
197 .71 2 1

197445 2 *
Difference t 0 * 0

MAI Se Receipts 1970.71 344 296 48

1974-75 593. +721 402 461 191

Difference' *249 +106

Total Federal Reteipte 1970-71 21

1974-75 26 +24%

Diffetentr 5

Tat21 ty- SLUm and Federal RoceipL s 1970-71 522 707 115

1974-75 1089 +322 737 + 41 352

raftrour +262 + 30

U. RTTTSUT RECTITTS--TRANSPORTATIO4 FUND.

TOW 1,0011 Onot9 sod Ude Receipts 1970-71 37 32 5

1974-75 . 86 +701 ._45 +411 , 21.

Diffortur + 29 * + 13

*Per Pupil Unit is A :elute of school district size resultinpfra the applitetion of vii tinE fietre (0,5 = Xeji,, 1,0 . gloci 1,4 . goo to the
Enr011nent mimed in Average Daily Mobership

"The Calmer Price Wel is used tn deflate the current 41146



mom 018111CI Elk Rya_ TAILE lC
ad 1974.75 C01107 $1. IRA Iva MIT*

a pIonsoM OD am WITS

1141 CREW

COSTS

CLUICE

MUM AND 111113111171e

OEM= TEEED

REL 119,67410J2

187113

Crowell

WEI

Tr+_yr

Banta cm 72i 191041

017 DEMO

Oil UNIT DISTS
UNITS OISII

L Dams=
iitooto4 Miaow* 1970-71 649 558 91,Cat

1914-75 117 +26% 553 266

Mawr +168 5

L.12 Tadao So1ltik4 1970-it 316

329133

53

47445 +1S1 - 140

Di1fari + 97 - 30

Aitototration god milt hangdog. Salaries 1970=71 107 92 15

1974.75 173 +15% 83 .101 40

DUfaco+ + 16 . 9

11601 lirofenimul Salities 1970.71 484 4174 68

197443 557 +151 180

f
Maur + 73 = 39

Operation ud laintruts of nut 1970-11 65 36 9

1974-75 114 +75/ 7/ +38% 17

DifErnow + + 21

Firtd Min 1970=71 29

1914-75 38 +31% 28

D _ urim s 9

a

+ 1

1970-71 78 67 , 11

1974-75 94 +212 a . 41 30

Mawr + 16 = 3

1. 1E00 1141113--47121AL FUND

Iota Local WO 1970-71 298 256 42

1974-15 1% .35% 131 -491 63

Differ-Ise -104 .125

NA Com hoists 197041 11

191445 . 9 -IRS -33; 3

/affirm* - 1

Total Rua 14C4ipts
1970-11 517 444 13

1974-7S 147 464% 573 +291 274

DIffarour +330

TM/ Foists1 Isceipts 197041 13 11 2

1974-75 6 .56% .641 2

01710633ce - 7

Tata Laci1, Coutty, Stag sod Maul 1970-71 838 710 118

1974-15 1057 +261 715 - LI 342

Diffartiele +119 5

C. avon PICEIIIST149SPOITATICII FUND

ToeI Loal, COunty and Stare Wigs 1970.71 72 62 10

1974.75
_ 99 +34 67 32

Diffiriner

iPer Pupil Unit is a mum of maul district sits rculthirfros tbi Application of vaiiitisa fictota (0.5 IA, 1 1,0 gui., hc.) to the

Enrolluot amused is Avow Daly Subareas (SAC.
*me C4Aldiet hies Iada is died to Milts the turret 61301,



SCIAIL 015T11a Lerrte TABLE 3-C

end 1974.75 CAREE VS. BIAL PIJ7IL UNIP CMS

2.881,53asEXT5 ANDREW RECRTM

mum ZA nt

VigOLthir Mal=
0101.1A2a TREND__

Lk= LE ffE

it&SER 106 1970.71

Wm OF IXFLATIO$

mga 11T 805T5
DIMS

_cm

A:0MM=
Adjusted 3a1ottnance Coat 1970-71 705 606; 99

1974-75 1022 + 45% 692 +14% 330

Different.* +317 + 82

1-12 Teichert Senile 1910-71 446 383 63

1974-75 574 + 26% 389 +4% 185

Diffmrence +126 -4

AolnViietration 144 Other Intl-national Stlerios 1970.71 56 43 6

1274.75 _51 . 9% 34 =29: 17

0 err = 5 . 14

Total Profensional Santee 1970-71 504 433 71

1974-75 625 4. 24 423 202

Difference +121 - 10

Gpertio owl WI nu of ?hat 1970-71 87 75 12

1874-75 147 + 9% 99 4.521 48

Di + 60 * 24

Fuel Dirges 1970-71 37 32 5

1974-15 12 + 951 49 +511

Difference* + 35 + 17

Trat-OfE1652' 1970-71 58 50 8

1974-75 108 + 86%

Dijorener

1, 9270E &ECIIPTS--CFNC941. FIND

Total Local Receipt. 1970-71 318 273 45

1974.15 . 471 114 181 54

Difference

Total County Itcolyte 1970-71 9 a

1974-75 15 + 671 10 +251

Djffcn ce + 6 2

Total State Receipts 1970-71 373 320 53

1974-75 826 +121 559 +751 267

Difference +453 +239

Total Feder* ceipts 1920.71 38 15

1974-75 14 . 551 .11 .611 5

Difference 22 . 22

Total Loctl, County, State anA Federal Receipts 1910-71 757 651 106

1974-75 1025 + 351 694 + 11 331

Difference +268 + 43

C. REVC0,.7 nalPTSTRANspowar END

Mal Local; Como and State W440 1970=71 55 47 a

1974.75 _129 , +135/ 87 4851 42

Differew +74 + 40

*per Poyil pat is 4 measure of school dietritt size resulting from the epplicAtion of wcUbtiet future (0.5', Indio, La - 1,4 kc ) tO the

EntoUnent opreseed l Avenge Daily Menberehly (A.D.L).

40Tbe Coneumer ?rite ladex Le Wed to deflate the current dellete,



UNITS COSTS=-

1601901114=5

Adjusted Haisteseses04ot

1-12 Tuchtri Mods

TABLE 4.0

1970-71 ad 1974.15 ORM VS; NEAL PUPIL rori

IN DISBUSSDIENTS MID um

AäLtiitratio and Other larructinel Wain

UI

To tg Profess -aeries

Operetta ad Mimosa of Blest

'Fieed'aarta

TauporatierC

1. wan 910EIPT5CENTBA1
Tots1 Local Receipts

lord Cy Receipt*

Teal Srero Wept'

Tad Fedani laesipts

Total Local, County, Wie and Federal. Receipt'

C. :Rum RECEIns.ermsouTATIGN 1780'

Total Local, coney std.Srateleeeipte. ,

MOM MD KUDIDITHE 1E9113

mow TPED

TEAR

1910.71

1974.75

Bitten:ere

1970.71

1914.75

nffirees.

1970-71

1974-75

Dittmar

1970-71

1974-75

Offferpocom

1970.71

1974.75

Differesee

1970-71

1974-73

Diffirem.

1970-71

1974.75

DIE fiance

1970471

1974.75

Differacy

1970-71

1974-75

Dimmer

1 70-71

1914-75

DI racer

1970./1

191445 ,

01f Persona

1970-11

.197445

Morton.

1970.71

1974-71

Pittance

MOST : WIC

4 .1

4 22_1

+ 531

30%

+ 141

+ 781

+ 631

- 11

+ 33/

4191 .'

+ 271

464%

+1601

1141 1 CHANCE

. 41

+ 2%

4391

+271

.221

+721

431

4291

+1061

INTACT Or INTIATION

UNIT C4511

548

10..6

+356

287

350

+ 63

+ 52

386

+115

70

80

10

27

21

60

+ 38

224

221

3

9

12

+3

314

709

+364

33

24

9

590

.2!!

+376

55

143

68

.(19674100)Ai

471

611

, +141

147

237

. 10

05

_102

+ 17

332

+ 7

60

54

- 6

23

+ 9

52

66

4 14

193

150

- 43

179

480

+201

2'716

. 12

$07

654

+147

47

97

+

_ON

77

192

40

113

14

49

52

161

10

26

4

p 8

32

31

71

45

219

83

312

8

46 ,

iper PoPil lJoLt Ls a mom of school district iiro oodtiogifron dt_ opplicatioo of Weightili factors (0,94 Carig

Ear011eaut expressed:Li Average Doily 866aphip (A,

°"Tso Casper Prim Iodex is used to define the eurr



4

kl100141STRICT Clort
DISTRICT MI 174

UNITS.COST4

A. DISSUFSENENTS

A4,11104d Maintainerpat

X-12 Teachers Salerie$

'11

TABLE 5-0
EiROLLMENT AND EriENDITUAN LEVELS g gg

1 70.71 4nd 1914-75 CURRENT VS, HEAL FUFIL Unit STS ENROLLMENT TIM _AdolUtaLa_...
IN DISBURSEMENTS AND REM RECEIPTS

AdtArditritiou sod Oehet lastruetiatil Salaries

Taal Prolesolortal Silirics

Operation snd Nahum@ of ?lent

Fixed Mugu

Transportation'

9, ME FICEITISGENERAL FWD

Total Lccal Reeiprs

Tote pry Receipts

Total State ReteiPta

Total Federal kedge

Total total, Comity, State and Federal Receipts

,

C. RIM WCOTS-77R1NSP0RTATION FUND

Total Local, auacy ad State Receipts

CURRENT : CHANCE 7441267:ALk : CHANGE

INFAC: OF INFLATION

ON UNIT COSTS

1970-4 739
, 4

635 104

1974-75 + 124 14% 346

Difference' +331 f 89

1970-71 422 363 5,

1914-13 .595 + 41; 401 + II: 192

Difference" +171 +-40

1970-71 9 85 14

196 1. 37% _91 + 8% 44
.1974.75

Mame

1970.11 521 440 73

, 1974.75 731 + 40% 495 + 10% 236

Different" +210 + 47

1970-71
. 86 74

12

, 1974.75 127 +48% 86 + 14% 41

Difference
+ 41 + 12

1970-71 34 29 5

,1174.75
51 + 50% 35 + 21% 16

Difference + 17 + 6

1170-71 40 34

1974-75 J.2 t 551 _42 14%

Wferme,+,22 +8

1910-71 413 355 58

1974-15 217 . 49% 147 . 51% 70

Difference. .201 .208

1,70-71 7

197q-75 0 400% 0 .lool .

01ff er :red - 7
. 6

1070-71 357 307 50

1974-75 601 + % .' 544 + 771 '259

0 e nee. 4446 . +237

1970-71 17 15 2

1914-75

Difference' + 3270 +1181 Z5+ 10

+ 6 7% II

1970-71 , 794 683 III

1974-75 40%
. Difference

1+131; + .752

+ 69

+ 101 359

166
1970-71

5

1974-75 ;; +,66%
+ _% , 17

Difference +21 +

iFer Pupil Uoit is a MUM of school dietrict s se molting:fro: the epplicatioo of veightial foctoro - XM2., 1,0 - Eleo.. 4 t.) to the

Enrollment axPressed in Average Daily Meoberehip

**The COMM Wad Index 15 used to deflate the torrent d011are.



ScDCOL DISTRICT ,_Alitoff =

012111a NIMBI, 101

TAILS 6.0 inflail mom Lints
3970-73 00 197445 CDIRENT vS, RISL POIL UflI* TM MOW TIM tidualiguAti_

IN DISSURSMENIS ND 919MR RS=

MCI OF IMMO

MITI wsis coon ava RI4L 19670100Y I (SAtia 03 UNIT CISTS

A. DISORIENTS

Adjuster-844mm cost

I-12 Toasts Siiuiss

Administration and Other Inetructioral Wades

Ts rofellits.1 8.1.riu

thy, sod XOLOCO444_ Of Flat

fixed Qiuru

Tremoortetiso'

A. REMID8 plaIrT9--cEREDA1

Total tool Amigo

Total Coty Receipts

Total State Receipts

Totel Yndurul Receipts

Total local. County, State and F- dar4l Receipts

C. STENO RECCIFTS.TRASSPORTATION FOD

Total Local, County and State Receipta

1970-71

197445

Diffsreatei

1970-71

1974-15

Differ r
1970.71

1174.75

Diffirtner

1970-71

544

195

4449

382

67$

+296

63

17
+14

445

+ 82%

+ 17/

+ 54%

:

i
469

_674

+205

315

OH

+131

- $4

_66

+ 12

312

1974.75 775 + 14% la!
Diffaiser +330 +143

1970-71 71 61

1974-75 125 + 76; 55

Millrace' + 54 + 24

1970-71 22 19

197445 51 +159% 39

Difference" +35 + 20

1970-71 52 45

1974.75 _111 +1131 75

Dingoes* 4, SO +30

1970-71. 210 110

1974-75 36s = 10% 114

- 66

1970-71 18 IS

1914.75 j 8 t 0; 12

Dingoes* * 0 *- 3

197041 343 193

197475 1007 . 682

Difference* *664 +HI

1970.71 37 2

1974-75 _88 +13111 60

Different* 4. 51 + 28

1970-71

1974-75 , .

608

1281 +111%

523

860

Difference* 4673 037

1970.71 47 '40

1974.75 .120 #155: 81

Different.' + 73 1.41

+ 40%

77

321 ,

Si

219

+37; 14

10

+39% 40

3

+1031 18

_ 7

in 36

30

3

6

48

+1311 , 325

5

+ 88% 28

85

+ 421

+103% 39

*Per Pupil Vat is a meaeure of sagfol clistri0 1120 resulting:from the opplustioo of viightin lag., 1.0 - Elea., 1.4 . le, to the

Wallow eaptessed it Average Deily Worship (A.P.N.),

0*The COASUO0, ?Ma Index is used to deflate the current d011sti,

16



P R.17r0.
?"-

.1 , '

L puma jadia.,ighs
maw ma

169

UNITS COTS

A. DissiRseurrs

kljulted ?hinterland Cost

esthete StItries

TABLE 7.; ENROLL= AND EXPENDITURE LEVELS 11

1170-7146d 1974-15 NWT VS, REAL PUPIL 11$111 C4511 MOWN TODD ,)!NAtittike
IN 038ta5urrs AND REM MEM

Adalailtrotloo ad Other Imeructional Sileriss

Tots1 Professional S -rien

a

Operation aod Itsietetance of Plant

tripe

Transporca oe

0 rim RECEIFTS.-GENERAL

Total Local Recaipta

Total County Receipt*

tal Stec Receipts

Total Federal Receipts

Total Local County, Stan and Federal Receipts

C. AEVENCE'RECEIPTSTRANSPORTATION FUND

Tare Local, County and State Reteipue

1 MU OF num
. YEAR. CURRENT T. MANCE REAL_11,967.100)*! 1 COARSE _ONINIT COSTS ,

1970-71 791

1974-75 lin

DU 1440i +200

1970-71 531

1974-75 _600

Differences +131

1970.71

1974-75

Differences

193

141

. 45

1970-71 724

197445 740

Differrow + 24

1970-71 . 114

1974-75 132 .

: Pi crence + 10

197041 24

1914-75 15

DWerenc + 31

1970-71 60

1974-75 BO

Difference. 4, 20

1970-71 474

1974-75 326

.D0113114* + 52

1970-71;

1974775

DIU

4

4

0

197041 119

1974-75 617

fliffarenea. +456

1970=71 0

1974-75 38

Differed/a 1. 30

1970-71 , 656

1974-15 uos
Differesce. 3543

1970-71 151

1974.75 . 111

11. 35%

,4 151

610

725

+4S

457

406

. 51

166

100

- 66

622

.

4 71

-11%

40%

111

346

74

194

27

40

102

+ 31 :506 . 191 242

-116

98
16

+ 16% . 91 43.89

9

21

+1291 37
761 16

+ 16

, 52
0

4,331 A + 41 11

* 2

401 66

+ 112 -356 . 131 110

52

3

t 01 3 *01
t 0

154 25

41561 431 +1001 206

+277

o,
MT: 26

I2

+ 26

564 91

4441 _616 7 01 389

+252

130
21

P 261 75 42%

Difference. * 40 . 4 SS

*Per Pupil Unit la a ;cadre of school district On resulting:fru the Application of Mihail actor* (0.

Wonted expressed IA Average Daily Megership (A,D,M.).

**The Cinder Price Index is used to deflate the current dellate.

.440 1, to, 1,4 - S the



7,71t11:tp--,
N

smog DISTRICI k too

DISTRICT NDW

RT-4'

Inn irls.

miursours
mum Katmai!** put

K-I2 Teacher, Writs,

PO' -

1

,

2,111 : MUM. AND TS121101101 IK1

197 71 aod 1974-75 CORM 91i, 11A1 1C1IL 511* CO 1110LIMEIT:TRINOJ4uite

210151U1SEMONDlogoilk101711

Adalolatrotioo aod Other Ioatructiooal Salaries

Total ?tofu'

OptifitIOO OOd NOLOteniOtO Of ?Int

'.find

Transportation'

S. RUM facurn..mula 1110

Total Local leceipte

Total Cougy Raceipte

TMI Stitt Riceipti

Total Moral go.toipto

Total local, County, beta sod Federal Reelipts

C. AVM! RECEIPTSTRANS? RTAT1CO

Total L0461, County ud State Receipt'

Dna OP INFLATION

YEAR MEET 1_041 ALJEttat t CORE ON UNIT COSI.

197041

1974-13

Unarm@

666

/09

1970-71 440

1174-75

mow.
_608

+1q

1970-71 54

197475 _110 +1111

%Muer

1970.71 494

1974-75 728 +471

Dint e=

1970-71
86

---1374-75------
103 +222

DifferitOr
+19

1970-11 22

197445 60 +1702

Difference' +36

187041 61

1974=73 81

018 forogo11 40

1970-71 213

1974-75 262 -71

Diffg000r

1970.71 10

1974.75 10 ill
Dif ferc em aow

1970-71 395

1874E75 _714

Mfg-- o +314.

1970-71

1974-75

Elinor 1.

1970-71 689

1914-75 991 4442

Differumm +302

1970-71 59

1974-75 131 +1241

DiffMgio *73

oPer Pupil Unit is i sumo of Wool dada site reaultiorfros the application of yeah% factors

Enro11:4ot opened La Average Wily Mahn* (AAA.).

ono COOIOACt Price Iola is used to deflate the mutat rfillOro.

kffg.p.,190=implase- 11.0,..4sammtxson,.,..namame......r.age.vaLEnevapvim,sar.son., ',as.

(o.

573

512 +3! 183

+19

93

378

412

+34

425

413

62

196

69

+161 235

74 12

_ 71 .42 34

.3

19

41 +1161

+22

52

54 +41 27

+2

243

177 .272

-66

9

340

_487 +431

+147

40

85

55

. 592 07

671 +112 320

+79

51 1

89 MI 43

+36

Inds., 1.0 Set.) to the

VP)



SCHOOL DISTRICT _Richfield

OfSTLICI NUMBER

VHITS COSTS

A. 0ISOURSE6NT0

Adjustid Nitrating+ Coat

K-12 lathers Salaries

TABLE 9.4

1910-71 sod 1174.75 CURRENT
VS, REAL PUPIL VS1T0 COSTS

SNICUMENT TREND atomie
11DISIORSENIRSANOIEVENUESECIIM

mattes AND EVIND111111 LEVELS R lIEn

-Administration asd Other Instructional Warts

Total nenLg S eies

Optration Ind NMAE ttlibte at Plant

fixed Charles

Transportstico'

I, L1 RECE SCENtRAL TUND

TOW Local Receipts

Total County Wig.

Total tat Reetipta

Total f Ural Receipts

Total local, County, State and federal Reteipto

C. MUM MEMTRANS TATION FIND

Total Local, County and StAt4 Receipts

1910.71

1974.25

Differences

1970.11

1974.73

Ditterencaa

1910.11

1914.75

%germ.

1970.71

1974.75 I

Difference

1970.71

1914.73

-D rum

1910-71

1914.15

Dlliarenca_

CURRENT I MANOR

845

1161 +372

+316

503

628

772
+251

100

184 +841

+84

601

Bll +33

+209

102

146 +431

+44

50

BO +601

+30

1910-71 13

1914./5 38

Ditfareace +15

1970-11

1974-15

Differ

1910-71

197445

Olittreacam

547

569 +41

+22

1910.11 39

1914.75 571

D if moor +532

1970-71 6

1974.75 _ 22

Dii Iaroncr +16

1910-11 595

1914-75 1164

Difference@ +569

1910.71

1514-75 19

Differvicam +39

+501

+13441

41671

+961

IMPACT Of MUTTON

R1A141967P101! 1 01ANCE ON MIT COSTS.

*Por Pupil Unit i4 4 10441Agf
school distant size molting:tine

the spplicstion of vilAbtls; factors (0Enrollment opraated in bulge Daily Membership 64.0.M.).

Alba-ConsusteloricalsderisItad-tirdifli01-Eli-enerant dellats.

727

786

+59

413

423

+81

.11

118

375

70

203

86
14

125 +451

+39

5514: 85

24)

+31

14

_99 +131 47

+u

43

54 +261 26

+11

20
3

4301
'` 12

_26

+-6

470
77

385 481 184

1
1 -671 1
-2

34
5

_3B1 +10091 184

+343

15 +2001

+10

512
83

.788 + 41 176

+216

20 13
+26

0 - 110 1.4 _ to tht
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''''); 7:1411:746.071/,;74"7, 14,44ZN.-':"
,

'

; ; Mt; .104 11011142.12TELS ..8818$
, ' 1910-71 os6 191445 C0181111'9C3111 PUPIL 861111 S11. '11MM 18111ijhu,040r40

11DISBOSIT1111410211911019='

. , V= Of Min
!MITI. MI T141 PAK 1241!! 11AL (19174100)t IA12cz tcs.91.

A. 015111517016

336 91-64josted histasasei Cost 1970.8 47 ..
191443 _860 +338 A 211

Diftereer +213 +26

1412 Ttocheto Soloist 197041 112 321 54

1974-13 456 +HI 310 3I 141

Diffselsom .11

A4111112041.0 and Ode Itattectioes1 Solaria 1970-71 96 4$

1974.75 il +111 63 +331 31

0122tonto SO

Totmi Profoloiotkal Waifs
1970411 411 37? 61

197445 554 4261 373 48 179

DiffscorAd +114
.1

OperetLu mmd kinteneneA uf Flint 197041 108 93 IS

1974415 +30t +21 69

Diffseiscoo +2

Filed Chntsei 197041 39 34

1974.75 j 5 4421 51 24

00141tair +16

Tresspoetatioe
1970.71 46 ! 40 6

1174.75 66 4461 46 +151 22

1411steste +22
I. RZVENIIE prarts-Anm Kra

46

1Usl 16041 Ractipt. 1910-71 240 206 34

1914413 106 461 72 45 34

0Iffenoco .434

Total Coosty. Istalpto
1970.11 6 3 1

1974.73 oot 4 4101 3

0if1alue +3

Totol 5tscs hoists
1970471 521 441 73

1974-75 4 825 551 + 25$ 167

Memo 4304 +110

Total atmL hotipts
1610.71 19 16 1

197443 _12 .311 A 401 4

Difforaacem

Total local, Cough Mu Window. 114646e 191041 156 616 110

1974.73 jj 4212 .51 107

Diffarafter +164

_641

.33

C. REV101 RECEIPT5-4TRANSFORTATIO0 71710'

, Total Local, 0Ionty lad Stott Receipts 1970.71 39

1914.75 j 0 4148

33

.44.

,

4248

6

15
, Diatom' +21 '

41

*Yu Nil hit is & mutt of aehool amid tut tesultiotiroo th application of viii41131 won (0,5 1,0 gie,. 1,4 Sic) to th4

Enrollsoot expreesed in Average Daily 1140cohip (A,04),

ITAt C4041110 PtiC4 Wan ii ootd to dirlue the current dillers,



SEUDOL DI51RIC1 South Xo)chichlng

DISTRICT NLIMERII___J

UNITS COSTS

A. DISE:76E015

Adjusted Kaiotenance Eost

k-11 Teaches Wailes

Adninistratinn and 0

TADLC 11-C

1970-71 and 1974-75 CURRENT
VS. REAL PUPIL UNITA CO$TS

IN DISBURSE5ENTS AND REVENUE RECEIM

: Instructional Salaries

ENROLLMENT AND EXPENDITURE LEVELS
LE HEx

ENROLL= TREND Sher Decline

YEAR C001E01 ; CEIANGE REAL (1967@100)A4

197Q-71

1974-75

Differeset.

CBANCE

%PACT 07 MATTO

ON INITCOSTS

682 .4 586
96

1227 An 811 +42: 396
+545

+245

1970-71 456
392 64

1974-75 521 +141 353 -102 163
Dif femme% 4,65

-39

, 1970-71

1574-75,

Difference%

4
3

1
64 415001 .43 +13332 21

+40

Total Professional Salaries

1970-71 460
396

64
1974-15 585 +21 _396 +01 189

Dtfforon- +125 +0

Operation and Maintenance of Plant

Fixed Chsegts

Transportation'

3. RETM RZCZIPTS-57gRAL
PUN0

Total Local Receipts

1970-71 104 89
151974=75 123 418E 53 -70 40

DIffetence. +19 4

1970-71

1974-75

Difference%

1975-71

1974-75

Difference!

56 49
8

_89 *591 60 +23 29
+31

+12

81 15
12

117 +460 $6 +152 41
+40 +11

1970.71 147 126 211674=75 Z26 4542 153 *21I 73
Difference. +76 +27

Total County Receipts

197041

1974-75 25
17

Diftotem* +25 417

Total State Receipts

1970-71 45$ 354
64

1974-75 816 4961 , CV +541
189

Difference +438. +213

Total federal Receipts

1970-71 16
22

4
1974-75 57 41191 39 4772 18

Difittloct- 431 +17

Total LocaL Cousty,
State and Federal Receipti

1970-71 631
543

88
1974-75 1704 +912 815 +501

389
0ifferentee +573 *472

. 1970-71 86
74

12
..

1974-75 155 +802 105 +411 50
81fEeteme +0 , +31

C. MEE
RECEIPTSTRANSPORTATION FUND

Total Locai, County and State Receipts

kfer Pupil Unit is a measure of school diarist
eine resultinkftom

the application of veightinr
fottOri (CO . X04., 1.0 - nom, 1,

Urollsent expressed in Average Daily 9ieadv,i1.1) (A,D4).

**The COMM Met
IndeX is used to WWI' ttr cum 46116u.

4 Set, ) to the
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SCHOOL DISTRICT Ninnenta
TAE 12-C

oad 1974-75 CURRENT RS: REAL

INDISSUSMISANDIrmytgams

YEAR

PUPIL

euRRENT

MT' COSTS

1

I CHANCE

ENROLL:KENT AND MENDITURE

EMU= TREND SherlIonline

REAL (1967.100)*t 1 CHANCE

isms lg tge
DIsTRTCT SIMI 414 1970-71

IMPACT OF INFLATION

01 UNIT COSTS
trsus cam

A, DIRUBSWENTS

Adjuted Haietemoce Ceit 1570-71 512 440 72 .

1974-75 _811 +601 55; 264

Differege +NE +113

-X-12 Teachers Salaries
1570-11 368 316 52

1914-75 591 +612 400 OF2 191

Differee +223 +116

Adoinis atoll ad Other Intruttionil S a1&tjeg
1970-11 46

, 40 6

1974-75 j,L 4810 52 +302 25

Dif fence +31 +17

Toni. Professional Salarica
1970-71 414 356 58

1974-75 468 +411 452 +271 216

Differeatem +254 +96

Operation and KanteluilCe of Kant 1970-71 SI 44 7

1914-15 _ 38 66 +50; 32

Difference
+41 +22

Flied Chargal
1970-71 16 14

1974.75
29 +611 20 +43;

Difference
+13 +6

Transportleiaa'
1170-71 47 40 7

1974-75 13 +550 49 +250 24

Diffetence +26 +9
L UVE RECEMS-4EARAL run

Total 1401 kceipta
1970-71 246 21: 34
1974-75 267 86

Differen00 +21 .31

Total Couoty Rocaipta
1970.71 61 52

1974-75 8 47; 401
WU:14w .53

ntl Rate 8.ete1 te 1970-71 275 240 39

1974-75 635 +1280 430 +791 205

Difference +356 +150

Total Federal Receipts
197041 8 1

1974.75 _10.2 +11151
..1! 33

Differeocem +94 +62

Total Local, Courity, State and Meal lieteiota 1970.71 594 511 83

1914.75 Nil +101 685 +342 327

Difference +43 +174

C. RSTENUE RECEIFTS--TNANSPORTATI01 FI00'

Total Local, Coanty and Rite Receipts
1910-71 46 40 6

1974=75 95 +107E 64 +601 31

Differeace +45 +24

*Per Pupil Unit 1$ a mote af 86001 district sire resulting from the application of Veighttlg fictoro (0J - Kodi.. 1,0 . Flom, 1,4 - -. ) to the
Enrollment expretsed In Average 3aily Memberahip (Oat)!

°Ma Comm Frice Index it geed to deflate the Carrot 611411,
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TABLE 1 -8.1

1070-71 and 1974-75 PrOfessional Cortificatod Staff
Expressed in Dull Time EqUivalency (r.T.E.)

SCHOOL DISTRICT Bh&ttuvi1lo DIST. OF 191
ENROLLMENT AND EXPENDITUR
ENROLLMENT TREND

A. DisTRICTMIDE F.T.E, PROFESSIO TAFF

Classification K-12 E
197071
0 lment = 7.761)

A-75
2 -Enrolment 10,855)

1. Admitilatrative, Suporv nd

'1.00

SpeCial Personnel
SUpOrintendent
Anat. SUperintendent, SOCOndary 1.00
ASst. SUperintendent, Elementary 1.00
Asst. SUperintendent. All InstructiOn .50 --
Asst. Superintendent, Personnel .50 1.00
60001 Buslne Mennen'. 1.00 1.00
DireCtor Of Special EduCation 1.00 1.00
Director of Athletics 1.00 1.00
Direetor Of YoCational EducatiOn 1.00 --
LOCal Elementary mad Sec. PTog. Director -- 1.00
Director of Federal Programs 1.00 1.00
Other Admin., Supv., Or Spec. AssiEnmenta 1.00 2.17
Administrative Intern -- 3.50
Career DeVelOpment, Secondary .40
Supervisor of mathematics .64
SUperViser of Social Selences 1.14
Media Supervisor 2.00
CoordinatOr of Curriculnm .50 1.00

2. Pepil Personnel Services
Guidance and Counseling, Secondary 6.00 10.00
Librarian 7.90 11.00
SCh001 Psychologist 1.00 3.00
School NurSe 2.00 1.00
Special Education SOrViet5
EdOea0 0 Mentally Retard. 3.00 6.60
SpeeCh COrrection 7.00 8.00
Learning Disabled 8.00 21.60
Other Special Education .18

TOTAL F.T.E. DISTRICTM1DE STAFF 45.08 81.05

B. EIYMFNTARY F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL STAFF

Classification

1. Administration
Principals and Aunt. Principals

2. Elementary SpeCial Subjects
PhySiCal Education
Elementary Music

3, Instructional
Grades 1-6

1970-71
(K-6 EnrollMent . 4 624'

10.00

1.09
4.23

(1-6 Enrellment 4,624)
17 .0

(Kdg. Enrollment . 0)
Kindergarten

_ .00
TOTAL F.T.E. ELEMENTARY STAFF

(K-
1974-75

Enrollment . 05

7.00

7.20
8.00

(1-6 Enrollment . 5-119)
2_5.50

fEdg,_Enrellment

187.32 246.70

C. SECt='ND?.." F.T.E. PROFESS1ONAL_STAFF

1970-71
(7-22 Enrolleent . 3,157)

197475
(7-12 Enr011ment u 4,748)Classification

1. AdMinixtratiOn
PrinCipalS and Asst. Principals 5.00 10.00

2. Instructional
Art 0.03 11.00
Ratlines& Office Education 7.30 8.17
DistribiaiVe EducatiOn 1.00 1.00
English-Speech-Dramatic Arts 30.09 42.78
Foreign Language 8.34 12.61
Health, Physical Education 15.92 28.75
Home cOnomics 5.00 10.10
Industrial Arts 10.60 23.83
Mathematies 18.00 28.41

5.20 9.09
Natural Science.-- 14.17 11.40
SOCIal Sciences 24.43 34.07
TWOS nnd IndnstrInl 1.00
Driver'm Ediication 1.00

151.20 223.11TOTAL F.T.E. SECONDARY PROFESSIONAL STAFF

TOTAL F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL STAFF 383.69 5G2.86

I 8
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TULE 24.2

1910-71 mnd 1974=75 Professlonal Cerificat
Expressed In Pull Tiso Equivalency (F.T.

SCHOOL DISTRICT Elk R1Vor
SNROLLUENT AND EXPENDITURE LEVELS
INVIROMMERT TREND Growth

D1ST, 1 728

r.743 . PR0I-TSSIOIIAL STAFF

Classi

1. AdainlatratiVe, Suporviaorj and
Special Personnel -

Superintendent
Director of Elementary Education
Director of Special EGuention
Director Of Atalio-Visual EdUcation
Coordinator of Audio-Ifidual Education
Dirmctor of Athletics
Other Admin., 8upv. or Spec. Pers.

2 Pupil Personnel Services
Guidance and Counseling, Aecondary 4.00
Librarian 4.40
School Nurse 1.00
School Social Worker --

3. Special EduCation ServiCes
EduCab e aliJy Retarded 3.00
Speech Correctien 2.00
Emotionally Disturbed tnd Sonlally Haled usted =-
Warning Diaaelcd

TOTAL F.T.E. DISTRICTwIDE PROFESSIONAL STAFF

1970-21
(E =12 lAmont 2

1074-75
(8=12 Enrollment . 4.124)

1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00
1.00

1.00
1.00

.60
.71 1.00

B. ELEmENTARY F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL

Classification
1. Ad

n-

2. E

Pby,La1 Educatinu
MUsic

3. 7nstructional
Oradea 1-6

TAFF

Kindergarten

TOTAL F.T.E. EUXENTARY STAFF

F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL_STAFF

n_ pa and Asst. Principal

Instructional
Agrictilturo
Art
DUsinees and Office Education
Distributive Education
EaglisbSpeecn-Dramatic Arta
Foreign Languages
Health, Physical Education
Hemp Economics
Industrial Arts
Mathematics
Music
Natural 50.ences
Social Sciences
Driver's Education

TOTAL FT.E. SECONDARY PROFESSIONAL STAFF

TOTAL F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL STAFF

4.45

23.56

1970.71

3.132

6.00
2.00
1.00

2.6T
2.00
.50

6.83

27.60

1974-75
-6 Enrollment . 552) K-_ Enrollment 2,1

2.81

==

3.00

1-6 Enrollment w 1,300)
45.00

(Edg. Enrollment m 252)

87.31

4.00

2.50
3.70

_ Enrollment a 1,801)
7K-00

mont
7.00

95.20

70-71
(7-12 Enr . 1,348)

1974-73
7 12 Enrollment a 1 94

2.00 4.00

1.00 1.00
2.00 4.20
3,00 4.20

-- 1.00
12,45 11.10
1,00 .40
4,93 8.45
2,00 4.20
5.00 7.00
6.00 9.60
1.36 5.00
8,49 9.20

-8.55 11.53
1.27 .81

57,65 81.89

52 204.89

155



TAHLA 3-8.3

1970-71 and 1974-75 ProP,ssional ortjZ1ttcd Staff
Expressed in PUU. Time EquivalenCy ( T.E.)

SCHOOL DISTRICT Laport DIST. # 306
ENROUlurNT AND EXPENDITURE UVEL.S LE REX
ENVIRONMENT TREND Crowth

A. DISTRICTWIDE F.T.EPROFESSIONAL STAFF

c6tion

1. AdMinistrative, Supervisory
and Special personnel

Superintendent

2. PUpil PerSonnel ServiceS
Librarian
ReMedial Reading

3. Special Education
Learning DiXia&T

4. Brinell-Al subjects

Male

TOTAL F.T.E. DISTRICTWIDE PROFESSIONAL STAFF

B. EIEJENTILRY F.T.S. morEssIoNAL STAFF

Classification

1. Administration
Principal

2. Elementary Special Subjects
Physical Education
MUSiC

3. InStruCtiOnal
Grades

Kindergarten

TOTAL F.T.E. ELEMENTARY STAFF

SECONDARY r'l%f% PROFESSIONAL STAFF

1970-71
(K-12_Fnrollment . _240)

.40

.10

1974-75
(K-12 Enrol1ent = 274)

.50 (On time leave)

.57
1.00

1.36

1.50 3.50

1970-71

(K-G Enrollment . 115)

leaching PrinCipal 0 F.T.E)

.34

(1-6 Enreliment . 115)
6----

(KdE. Enrollment .

6.34

1970-71
Classificatioh (7-12 Enrollment 125)

1974-75
(E-6 Enrollment . 126)

.40

.37

(1-6 EnrollMent = 112)
5.00

(Kdg. Enrl1ment . 14)

6.27

1974-75
(7- 2 Enrollment = 144)

1. =4ministration

TeaChing Principal ( 0 F.T.E ) .67

.10

100

Principals

2. Instructional
Art
Business fAnd Office Education
English-SpeeCh-Dramatic Arts 1.97 1.02
FOreign tannage .12 .22
Health, physical Education .67 .93
Home Economics .97 .90
Industrial Arts .60 .60
Mathematics 1.46 1.03
Music .22 .55
Natural Scienees .79 .20
Social ScienCes .90 1.07
Driver's EducatiOn .26

TOTAL F.T.E. SECONDARY pilorEssr)sAL STAFF 9.16 8.75

TOTAL F.T.E. pnvrEt 'AL STA)," 17.00 18.52

;3

156



nom. DIsTnicT Audubon
ENROLLMiT AND EXPENDITURE I.
ENVIRONMENT TREND Growth

TABLE 4-6.4

and 1974-75 PrOfessiOnal CrtLZic.ted Staff
Exprea*ed in Full Time Equivalency

DIST. 9 21
LEx

A. DISTRICTWIDE F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL ST

Eassaification

1. AdutftLtrativO. SuDvrviueFy
And SpoCia

_uptrintenden
CoOrdinator Of Health

2. Pupil ersoenel Services
Guidance
Llbrarian

3. Special EducatiOn Services

T.E, )

197071
IK-12 Enrollwnt 336)

2.00

1.00
2.82

EdUcAble Banta Tatarded .2
Trainable Mentally Retarded .25
EMotiOnally Disturbed And Socially MalajUated .23
learning Diaabled .23

TOTAL F.T.E. DISTRIGTRIDE PR0FESS1OHAI, STAPP 4.60

B. ELEMENTARY F.T.C. -ESSIONA

1. Adminiatration
Principal

2. Eteauntary
E_

3. In

Kindergarten

TOTAL FT.E. ELEMENTARY sTAIT

O. F.T.C. PROFESSIONA

Administration
Principal and Met. Prin.

2. Instructional
Agriculture
Art
Business and Office Education
Distributive EduCation
Engliah-Speech-Dramatie Arzs
Foreign Languagea
Health, Physical Educazion
Home EconeMics
Industrial Arta
Mathematica
Music
Natural 3Cie0Ccg
Social Sciences
Trades and Industrial
Driver's Education

TOTAL F.T.E. nECONOARY PROIFSZIONAL STAFF

TOTAL F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL srAPP

1970-72
(676 Enrollment . 191)

1 Teanhing rinCtpaj (0 r.T.n.1

nt 0
7. 0

(Kdg. Enrollment . 21)

7.00

1970-71
(7-12 Enrollment SS

1.00
--

2.60

1.70
.40

1.10

1.00

.60
--

2.20
.40

10.20

1974-75
(9-12 Enrollment m_419

1.00
,67

.23

1.92

1974-75
ollaunt 222)

.X7

.56

9)

(Ede. £nrO11mnt a 22)

0.42

1074-75
(7-12 Erirollmønt

.75

.33
1.00

--

1.60
--

1.06

1.00
.40
.85

1.04
1.17

1.17

.34

10.71

22.00 22.05
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SCROOL DISTRICT
ENROLLMENT AND EXPES
ENVIRONMENT TUND

TADLE 5-9.5

197071 and 1974-75 Professional Certificated St
Expressed in Full Time Equivalency (F.T.E.)

ClOeue
'ERE LEVELS lIE
Moderate Decline

DIST.
IMs

A. DISTRICTWIDE F.T.E. IAL STAFF

1970-7
(5-12 Enrollment . 3,669)

2674-73

(6=12 Enrollment a 3.434)Classification

1 Administrative v

1.00
1.50
1.00
1.00

4.00
2.00
5.00
2.00

3.00

2.00
4.00

27.50

1970-71
(K-6 Enrollisert a_1.947) (K-6

1.00
--

1.00
1.00

--

.00

.25

.36

.05

4.00
2.00
5.00
2.00
1.00
2.00

2.00
2.00
3.31

_9.00

1.59:

and Special Petnoen
Superintendent
Director of Elementary Education
Director or Audio-Visoal Educaxion
Director of Special Education
Other Admin., Supv. or Spec. Pers.

Administrative Intern
Admlnistrative AssiStant
Coordinator of Special Needs
Director, Sec. Voc, Center
Work Exper. DiSadvantaged

Pupil Personnel Services
Guidance and COunse-,ing, secondary
Guidanee and Counseling, E1emctary
Librarian
SehoOl Nurse
Reading Consuluat
Remedial Reading

Special Educlation SO
Educable Eenially V.-tnrded
Trainable Mentally Retarded
Speech. Correction
Learning Disabled

TOTAL DISTRICTW1DE PROFESSIONAL STATE

B. ELEMENTARY F.T.E. PSITSG1GNAL STAFF

37.17

1974-75
EnrollmentClassification

1. Adainistriltion

4.50

3.00
5.00

(1-6 Er.,11ment a 1.706) (1-6

3.00
4.00

Enrolment 1,302)

Principal

2. Elernntary Special tbjects
Physical Education
Mingle

3. Instructional

gio,Fgarten

OTAL F.T.E. ELPMNTAHY STAFF

C. SECONDARY F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL TA F

Claasification

(KdE. Enrollment a 241)
4.50

87,00

-14.50
Enrollment . 21

4.00

79.50

1970-71 1974-75
(7-22 Enrollmen 1.722) (11-12_EnrollMent . 1.610)

1. AdminiStration

4.00

0.00
2.00
5.00
1,no

4.00

0.00
4.00
5.00
.70

Principal and Asst. Pril

2. Ausilliary

3. Instructional
Agriculture
Art
Business and Office Fducatio
Distributive Education
Engli$11-Specch-Dramatic Arts 10.00 19.79
Foreign Language., 4.00 1.91
Health. PhYsieal Education 4.16 7.19
Rome Economics 5.00 6.00
Industrial Art5 7.00 6.15
Mathematics 11.00 12.65
Music 6.00 6.00
Natural Sciences 6.00 11.35
Secial Sciences 13.14 17.07
Trades and Isomqtla -- 1.44
Driver's EdueLtion .86 .44

TOTAL F.T.E. SECONDARY PRO1 uAtr 62.10 05.6$

AL , T. L. 1 i cif I_ 1. 196.66 012.35
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TADLIS 6-5.6

1074-7c. professional certificated Staff
EsPressed in Full Time EqUiveleney (Y.T.E.)

salmi, DISTRICT Fonston
ENROLLEE:NT AND EXPFNDITURE LEVELs ICE

DIST. S 601
LEX

ENVIR010.7.NT TREND $drt Decline

A. DISTRICTWIDS 1%T.E.

1870,-71

2 Enrollment .
1074-75

12 Enre -se- 120)

Special Fr
ntemient 1.00

Work Earner. Disadvaetnged

2. Pupil Personnel 5erviCe.
Guidance %to Coons

1.00librarian
1,00 2.00RC-Medial Reading
1.00 1.00

3. Special Educatien ServiCOS
Eduei65-Dentally Retarded

1.50Speeeb Correction
1,00Eaotionally Disturbed ard Socially djustod
1,00Learning Disabled

3,00
4. Special Subjects

MUle
1.00

TOTAL, F.T.E. DISTRIMIDE PROFESSIONAL STAFF 6.20 10.00
B. ELEMERIARY 1.7

ClaSsification

1. Administration

3. Elementary Special Subjects

*isle

3. Instructional
MI-TA e7W.-

Eindergarten

TOTAL 7.1.5. ELEMENTARY STAFF

1870-71
rol1nt a 5-

1974-75
(K-6 Enrollment a 500)

2.00 1.00

1.00
1.34

(1-6 Enrollment . 530)

(Edg. Enrollment . 45)
1,50

23.84

1.00

(2-6 Enrollment a 450)

(Kdt. Enrollment . 59)
2.00

28.00
C. SECONDARY 1.7.5. PRQFESSIONAI. sTA

1920-71
12 EnroLlment - 577

1074-75
(7-12 Enrollment

C1assification

1. -_ministration

Principal and ASat. Principal
2.00

3.003. InStructional

2.00 2.46
uture

Art
1.00 2.00Business and OfliCo EdAcation 2.00 2.00English-Speech-Dramatic Arts 5.20 5.60Foreign Languages
.82 1.00Health Occupations

1.00Health, Physical Education 3.00 3.00. Hese Economics
2.00 2.20Induatrial Arts
1.00 1.00Mathematics
3.20 3.60Wale
1.66 1.00Natural Sciences
3.68 2.60Social Sciences
4.40

3.40Driver's Education
.50 .60

TOTAL F.T.R. SECONDARY PROFESSIONAL STAFF
32.48 34.58

TOTAL F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL STAFF 63.10
22.88
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TABLE 7-8.7

1 70-71 and 1071-75 ProfesSional CcrtjZjested Starr
Repressed In Full Time Equivalency (F.T.E.)

SCH00L pisTnIc7 tur0.n Jfi.r DIST. it _176_
ENROLLMENT AND EXPL7D1TW 1LVEL LK HEs
KNYIROSITiNT TREND Moderato beeline

A. DISTRICTWIDE F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL STAFF

Claasification

1. Administrative, Supervisory
Proi Special Personnel

Superintendent

Pupil_Personnel Ser
OUidanCe and Con5c1ing. 9ccnthiry
Librarian

Special Edurxtlun
Educab1 Mcntally Retarded
Learning Disabled

4. pri.l Subjects
Art

970-71
(1(12 Enrollment . 562)

1.00

.71

1.00

TOTAL F.T.E. DISTRICTmIDI FROFESSIONAL STAFF 2.71

=1RTA1'Y F.T.E. PlicrEsSIOX STAFT

Class.

1. Administr

Qtion

Pr
2. Elementary Spectal Subjects

Physical Education
MOSic

Instructional
Grades 1-6

Kindergarten

TOTAL F.T.E. ELEMENTARY STAFF

SECONDARY F.T.E.PROFESSIONAL_ STAFF

ClasSifiCation

1. Administration
-Principal and Asst. P tile pal

2. Ina true tional

Agriculture
Art
Baslness and 0

Foreign Langn
altb, physi. '

me Economics
Industrial Arts
Mathematics
Music
Natural Sciences
Social Sciences
Driver's 5docation

1970-71

1974-75
(11-12 Enreilmen

.50
2.00

1.00
.20

.60

5.30

1974-75
lment = 30-1) (11-6 Enrollment . 232)

.55

.85

;1- Enrollment .
10,66

Enrollment . 49

12.26

1970-71
(7- 2 Enro ment

.40

--

.20
--

1.29
.20

1.00
1.00
.80

2.00
.51

.60
1.00

TVTAL F.T.E. SECONDARY PROFESSIONAL STAFF 6.00

TOTAL f.T.E. ,n0E-L::.JioNal STAFF

1.00

.81

30

(175 Enrollment . 207)
12.00

(Kdg. Enrollment
1.00

1974-75
(7-12 Enrollment . 262

1.00

2.00

--
1.00
2.40
.20

484
1.00

1.40
1.77
1.23
1.34
2.43
.17

2

22.97 37.03

8 7
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SCOWL DISTRICT

s-n.8

1970-71 and 1974-75 Professional Certificated Staff
Expressed in Full Tlee Equivalency (E.T.E.)

Prestan
MOLLMENT AND EXPENDITURE LEVELS LE

DIST. # 233

ENIIIRCIIMENT Moderato Decline

(K-12
1910-71 1P74=75

ala 736) (1a12 En7-ollment 673)

1. Administrative. Snpervisory
and SpecIal Personne

Superintendent 1.00 1.00
Coerdinator of Audio-Visual Education .33 .50
Director Of federal Programs .50

2. Pupil Pereonnel Services
Guidance and Counseling. Secondary 1.00 .20
Librarian 1.27 1.00
Remedial Read1raz 1.00

3. Spec1*1_ Education

TOTAL F.T.E. DISTRICTsIDE PROFESSIONAL STAFF 3.80 4.20

B. EZNTANY F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL STAY'?

1. Administration
principals

2. Elaacn

Music
EleMentary Art

3. Instructional
Grades 1-9

Kindergarten

TOTAL F.T.E. ELENENTARY STAFF

C. SECONDARY F.T.E. _FROFESSIO- ST_

Classification

1. Administration
Principal and Aust. Pr1n.

2. Instructional
Agriculture
Art
Dullness and Office EduCation
Engliah-Speech-Dramatic Arts
Foreign Languages
HOAlth, physical Education
HOW Economic,
IndUatrial arta
Mathematics
Music
Natural Sciences
Social Sciences
Driver's Education

TOTAL F.T.E. SECONDARY PROFESSIONAL STAFF

TOTAL F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL STAFF

197071
(E-6 Enrollment a 397)

1.00

(1-6 Enrollment a 344)
17.00

(Edg. Enrollment 53)
1.50

1974-75
(K-6_Enrollment 326)

1.00

.81

1.23
.52

(1-8 Enrollment 283)
12.00

(Edg. Enrollftant 43)
1-00

20.00 16.56

1970-71
(7-12 Enrollment_e 341)

1974-75
(7=12 Enrollment 347)----,---

1.00 1.00

1.00 1.00
.60 .48

1.00 1.00
2.00 2.40
.40 .40

1.20 1.16
1.00 1.00
1.00 1.40
1.63 2.00
1.00 1.78
2.17 2.00
2.60 3.03

..-
--.. .19

18.60 16.66

40.40 37.62
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170LE 0-5.9
1970-71 and 1974-75 Professional Certificated Stuff

Expue!,-od it; Foll Timo Equivalency (F.T.E.)
SC18)01. DISTRICT Richfield
ENP.011,511'.57 fC4, YNN:14)1111.1: 11._11iA

ENVIROMINT TkrNI1 I n;

DIST. ,S

flEs

DISTUICT410.7

= 10. 2 (K-12
197475

nr011ment 17)

zn:;FSSIONAL

1970-71Clft,ifIcat1oh
(8-12 Earollmenf

Aaratn1Nfratfve =iorY

5.124)

1.00
1.00
2.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

11.00
2.00

1,00
1.00

12.80
4.0.)

11.03
4,00
5.00

5.00

5.00
8.80

14.00

30851)

1.00A551. StAtmr.,. Przrsonoct 1.00Di rvetor of Eft-, ntary Frrocatton 1.00
rce tor o1 E:litcattOn 1.00

Sch091 itoolnoot !3anorer
1.00

Dirvetur of 9-V4:Ifni 1.00ent100
1.00

Dircetnr 5f Athletich
1.00

Dirvctor of AudioVI%ual Educattom
1.00

5upw.. Or Spoo. A5stga. 1S.I0
rr,-rvINor

Work i%aloatIon Cuor1r4tor
Exporlencod, 7)1,,Ov0tagcd

2. 1 _Al Persf.r1 riorylcr-s
anr f,co.Vd5ry 12,80

LtUrortor,
11.00Swain Generalist --

.50.5,91 4.00
7.00

4 I . I I 1.003. 3p .17

5.00
K,,1-.r0o0 7.00

Sp-tech Cormcr13:3 7.00
Emotion-01y .o1,1 Yfl-loiA11Y Waladjortvft 1.00

Oirab.el
6,00

TOTAL F. pLo:1; -", Lti-AFF 95.20 91.83

1974-75
rntollment =

1970-71CLosi fi rat
(N- 0rollment r

Adni t

4,432)

9.00

5.30

3.205)

Pfli.C1p,11,! 7.002. Wirr-wnttry riar

2.00guAle
instre(-,41

(1-6 Enrollment =
0ra4cr, 1.6

161,0,
(84.. Enrollment rs 742) 151.93

Enrollmcn = 549)9
_0.10

5,2H8) (7-12

.00

4,8061

TOTAL r!,,-)H-' -,;AL STAFF 185.00
C. sEconAny_L,,11,

1(.17071Cltgpifit5..tIon
(7-12 Enrollmen

186.43

1974..75

Enrollment =1. Arfninl---,tratIon

P7Tia.77717771 A,st. 8.00 1.002. Ifiptriirtlwa
Alt

14.00 12.40b--14171,r,f- OifIcr
9.80 11.5001sttiwttl,
1.80 1.50EN6Pnli,!!Ilt Art!, 51.10 41.80rzrzlgil

11.20 10.741"1"i !lt,i ,! 20.40 19.0010.80 10.60ind3trial Art3
1b.1i0 16.80Wttha,l1r,

25.00
It.10

9.90
26.60

20.00Tr,-1! , rl!, .11

vt t 1 ,I!!

-- 40ati
41.

42.02

2.0.2
251.80

238.51

rrAi 1 =r,;, 110,11,
r16,11
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scuom DISTRICT
ENROLIAINT AND Rowan
S8%1800E57 TRENT)

TABLE 1 10

1970-71 and 1974-75 Profes ideal CertIficotod staff
Expressed la Full Timm Equivnlency (P.7.I.)

A. 016M1CTWI0E T.T.E. Pilof

197 71
( 2 Enrollment 1 903)

1974-76
el a 1.71

Classification c:

1. Administrative
and Special

Seporintendent-
1.90

1.00Director of EleMentary Education
1.00 .50Direetor of Athletics
,57

.30Other Admin.. Supv or Spec. Pers. .40
2. PUnil Personnel Service.,

1.24 2.00
Guidance AAA Counseling sccondar%
Uhl-erten

3.00 3.00
5. Special Educatien

Educable Mental y Letarded
.66 1.00Trainable Mentally Retarded

1.00 1.00Speech Correction
1.00 1.00Learning Disabled
3.00 _4.00

TOTA F.T.E. D1STRICTWIDE PROFESSIONAL STAFF 13.07 13.70
B. ELEMENTARY F.T.E. PROFESSIOXAL STAPP

-71 1974-75Classification
(1.-6 Enrollment . 079) (E76 Enrollmentm_777)

1. A4mlnistrat

7.

3. Instructional
01-i -des 1-5-

.00 .50

1.93

(1-4 Enrollment . 867)

(11g. Enrollment . 122)lindergarten

TOTAL E.T.E. ELEMENTARY PROFESSIONAL STAFF

C. SECONDARY F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL sTAFF

Classi:ication

1. Administration
Principal

ins rutCt0nL
Art

Ousiness and Office EducatIon
Distributive Education
English-Speech-Dramatic Arta
Foreizn languages
Health, Physical Education
Home Economics
Industrial Arts
Mathematics
Music
Natural Sciences
Social Sciences
Driver's Educntioa,

TOTAL F.T.E. SECONDARY PROFESSIONAL 8TAFP

TOTAL F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL STAFF

37.48

1970-71

1.63

(106 Enrollment 0 684)
2600--

(Mg. Enrollment a 93)
2.00

32.07

1974-73
7-12 En llment 84) (777? _Enrollment 930)

2.00 2.00

2.45 2.00
2.00 1.43
.60 7.50

7.20 3.74
1.15 _-
4.57 3.74
1.00 1.12
4.60 5.28
6,60 5.40
2.27 1.32
5.40 S.40
6.35 6.70
.10 _:40

45.09 46.03

66.24 91.80

190
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SCHOOL DISTRICT
ENROyAWNT AND EX
ENVIRONMENT TREND

TABLE 11-8.11

1970-71 Lind 1974-75 Professional Cortifieated Staff
Expressed in Ful/ Time Equivalency (F.T.E.)

DIST. 1 363

A. DISTRICTNIDE E. PROFESSI-41. STAFF

Classification

1. Adminiattive, Supervisory
and Special_ personnel

1970-71
12 Enrollment . 488)

1974-75
(K-12 Enrollment . 419)

SUperintendent 1.00 1.00

Viipil_Personne_l Services
Librarian
ReMedial Reading

3. Special Education
Educable Mentally Rethrdod
Learnin Disabled

TOTAL F.T.E. DISTRICTWIDE PROFESSIONAL STAFF

B. ELEMENTARY F,T.E. PROFESSIONAL_3TAFF

Clammi ication

1. Admtni5tratton
Principal

2, EleMentary Spe
MUSIC
Elementary Art

inStruction
Grades 3 6

Kindergarten

Subje-

.70
1.00

1.00
.50

1.00
.50

2.70 4.00

1970-71 1074-75
(K-0 Enrollment = (K-6 Enrollment . 183)

Teaching Principal (3 F.T.E.) .03

.17
.50

.63

.57

(1-0 Enr011ment . 7)

10.97
(Kdg, Enrollment . 16)

TOTAL P.T.E. ELEMENTARY P ONAL STAFF

C. SECONDARY F.T.E. PROF L STAFF

10.67

1970-71
(7-T2 Enr)llment . 202)

12.70

1974-7
(7-12 Enrollment a 236)ClassifiCation

1. Administration
Principals .40 1.14.

Instructional
Agriculture 1.00 1.00
Art .50 .32
BU.IneSS and Office Education 1.88 1.85
Enettna-WeCh-Orematie Arts 1.F0 4.00
Health, Physical EdocatiOn 1.34 1.13
HOMO Economies .56 .84
Industrial Arts .86 1.00
Mathematics 1.80 1.77
MUSIC 2.35 .38
Natural scivricab 1.80 1.79
SOCial.Sciences 2.35 2.36
Driver's Education .14
Oradea 7 and 8 2.00

-=

TOTAL F.T.E. SECONDARY PROFESSIONAL STAFF 18.74 17.52

TOTAL F.T.E. IlEOLTAFF 32.11 34.22
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TABLE 12-8.12

1970-71 and 1974-75 Professional Certificated S
Expressed in Full Time Equivalency (F.T.E.)

SCHOOL DISTRICT Minecota
ENROLLMENT AND ExPODITURL LEVU-%
ENVIRONMENT TREND Sharp Decline

I.E
DIST. *V 414

'LEx

A. DISTRICTS-VIDE F.T.E. PROSSIONAL STAFF

Classification
ive Superv ---y

rsonn
1. Administ

nd 5pcie

2. Pupil personnel Services
Guidaneo and TIng Secondary

Remedial Reading

3, Special Education
-gditentaly Retarded
Speech COrention

4. SpeCial SubJeCts
Music

1970-71 1974-75
(E-12 Enrollment = 942) Enrollment a 671

1.00 1.00

.20

1.00

.50

TOTAL F.T.E. DISTR1CTWIDE PROFESSIONAL STAFF lap

H. ELEMENTARY F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL STAFF

ClassilibaIion

1. Admlntatration
VkInCipal

.07

1.00

2.67

1970-71 1974-75
(E-6 Enrollment .270) (1(5 Enrollment = 258)

.50 1.00

2. Elementary Special subjects
Music .80 .50

3. Instruc _ nal
Grades 1-6

Kindergarten

TOTAL F.T.E. ELEMENTARY pROFESSIONAL STAFF

C. SECONDARY F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL STAFF

Classification

Enrollment . 107)
12.10

(Kdg. Enrollment . 63)
1.50

-6 Enrollment . 200)
9.00

(Edg. Enrollment a 52)
1.00

14.90 11.50

1970-71 1974-73
(7-12 Enrelleent 472) (7-22 Enrollment . 402)

1. Administration
Principal and Aust. Prin. .71 1.00

InstrUctional
Agriculture

. Art
Businesa nod Office Ed0Cation
English-Speech-Dramatie Arts
Foreign Languages
Health. Physical Education
NOMe EconoMieS
Industrial Arts
Mathematics
Nuaic
Natural Sciences
Social Sciences
Driver's Education

TOTAL F.T.E. SECONDARY PROFESSIONAL STAFF

TOTAL F.T.E. PROFESSIONAL STAFF

1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00
1.40 1.00

2.80 4.54
.60 .60

2.08 1.31

1.00 2.00
1.24 2.02
3.20 1.34
.70 1.50

2.00 2.00
3.29 3.34

,17

22.52 21.82

28.72
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10.

THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS, STUDENT
ACHIEVEMENT AND CLASS SIZE

Intkoduction

People who govern and manage schoolsare vitally interested
in determining the degree and direction of the relationship
between class size, student achievement, and the educational
process. It will be the threefold purpose of this paper to
explore the class size issue, review significant research,
and present conclusions based on research results.

-

Both educators and lay people seem to espouse the common
belief that small classes increase student achievement; im-
prove student morale and social adjustment; enhance teacher
morale; and, allow for flexible methods for instruction. The
validity of such beliefs :las been limited by research and
practical considerations. Making related decisions in school
policy-making controversial.

Research has failed to consistently confirm the benefits
of small classes because of five major weaknesses.

First, class size has been variously defined and measured,
complicating statistical analysis and reducing comparability
among studies. The NEA (1965: 7) characterizes a class as
"the number- of pupils for whom a teacher is responsible in a
self-contained classroom." Ross and McKenna (1955: 3) define

a class as ". . .any group of students scheduled to meet regularly
for all or a definite fraction of a school day with one particular
part of the school's curriculum" (1955: 3). Teacher-pupil
ratio, used as a proxy for class size, is the number of certified
full-time teachers divided into the number of regularly enrolled
pupils in ADA, either at the building or the district level.
This ratio is difficult to measure, however, because of the
increased use of paraprofessionals and educational specialists.
Measures of Administrative Intensity (ratio of administrators
to teachers), and the Professional Support Component (ratio of
professional support staff to classroom teachers) are attempts
to account for added personnel, but such measures further com-
plicate the relationship between class size and educational
output (Bidwell and Kasarda, 1975). The numerical staff ade-
quacy measure (NSA), developed by McKenna in 1955, avoids sep-
arate measures and simply ascertains the number of professionals
of all kinds employed per 1,000 pupils.
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Secondly, researchers disagree in the perception of "small"
and "large." Classes from ten to twenty pupils have been
labeled small, while classes from twenty-five to 125 have been
termed large. .Such broad differences reduce comparability
among studies.

Third, comparability among studies is limited by differences
in the dependent variables, ranging from'student performance on
a standardized achievement test to scores on a teacher-developed
class examination.

Fourth, educational innovations such as individually guided
education, computer assisted itistruction, and altered staffing
patterns increase the difficulty of determining the impact of
class size, and may even alter optimum class size needs. The
nature of the subject/course under study may have a similar
impact as educational innovations.

Fifth,, if Boocock (1972) is correct in noting a bias in
favor of small classes, studies of "atmospheric conditions"
such as pupil and teacher morale may be suspect. Such studies
depend on experimenter or observer impressions of the classroom
setting.

Practical considerations in how many teachers are employed
or how many classrooms are utilized is dependent upon the fiscal
resources of the state and local school district. In the last
analysis, class size is dependent variable influenced by a
complex web of educational organizational, fiscal and environmental
factors.

Review o the LiteiLatuite

Research prior to 1950 primarily focused on the relation-
ship between class size and pupil achievement or promotion.
Lindbloom observes, "In more recent years, there has been a
focus on 'desirable classroom conditions' and 'teaching process'
criterion variables which have in many cases replaced 'pupil
achievement' (1970: 16)." The following literature review
summarizes studies which focus on both educational achievement
and the educational process as dependent variables.

Ctaut Size and Educationae Achievement

In 1954, Blake studied thn bulk of class size research
done since the beginning of the century. Of the 267 documents
reviewed, 182 were eliminated because they were not based on
some kind of research effort; did not use class size as the
number of pupils assigned to one teacher for a period of time;
studied factors other than class size; or, did not apply to
elementary or secondary schools. Of the remaining 435 studies,
35 reported smaller classes to be advantageous; 18 concluded
that larger classes were advantageous; and 32 concluded that there
was no significant difference between larger and smaller classes.
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Blake then evaluated eaCh of the 85 studies according to
experimenter control, sangle adequacy, adequacy of independent
mid dependent variebles, rigor of data aaalysis, and appropriate-
ness of the conclusions. Only 22 of the 85 studies received
positive evaluations. Within this smaller group, 16 favored
smaller classes,, three favored larger classes, and three reported
inconclusive results.

Examples of studies using educational achievement as the
dependent variable are described more thoroughly below.

Smith (1930) examined ninth grade English students in
groups of 20 and 50, matched according to several Characteristics.
He found no difference in several skill areas although large
classes performed better in spelling, reading literature, amount
of work completed and "high pitch of enthusiasm," while smell
classes performed better in library methods, letter writing and
causing less emotional strain aa teadhers.

Cunningham (1932), Pertsch (1943) and Anderson (1950; 1963)
examined groups of students in specific subject areas. Small
class size was significantly related to student achievement only
in the 1963 Anderson stndy. All of the studies contained
methodological weaknesses, however. In some cases, standardized

tests weren't utilized; the populations were not sampled randomly;
or, class sizes of the 40 and 80 were used as exemplars of small
and large classes, respectively.

Spitzer (1954) used third and sixth graders in an examina-
tion. of class size mad student achievement. The Iowa Test of
Basic Skills was the dependent variable. Using four areas of
study, he concluded that small classes (fewer than 26) or large
classes (thirty or more) were not factors in aChievement.

Warburton (1961) attempted a similar comparison but with
much larger groups. His study focused on twelfth grade English
skills for groups of 100+ and 30-35 students. In reading, compo-
sition, and listening, the larger group was superior.

Johnson mad Scriven (1967) in a large stndy of 7,500 grade
7 and 8 students in English aad mathematics classes with the Iowa
Tests found that size had only an inconsistent effect on academic
gains. This held true even when extreme groups (25 or fewer
and 33+) were compared.

A study of first grade students by Frymier (1964) controlled
for sex, age, and perceptual and auditory handicaps. Small
classes (-30) made significant gains over large classes (36+).
He observed, "There seems to be clear evidence here that class
size influenced reading adhievement for these first grade
students" (1964: 93).
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Woodson (1988) looked at class size effects on pupil
achievement for 95 school systems. He exaelned whether there
was a relationship between size and aehievement of pupils in a
particular district, whether such relationships are the same
for pupils of different academic ability, whether the size
achievement relationships are the sane for various subject
areas, and whether size-achievement relationships are the
sane for different sized districts. He also pursued the question
of longitudinal (grade to grade) size achievement relationships.

Woodson defined classes of 22 or less as small and 27 or
more as large, and concluded that there was a small inverse
relationship between achievement and class size. Specifically,
he observed that small classes are related to higher achievement
on reading and arithmetic tests. This slight inverse relation-
ship becomes smaller as student ability levels increase.

Jencks (1972) reanalyzed the data in the Coleman Report
(1966). He looked at three measures of class size: The ratio
of total enrollment to the number of full-time equivalent teachers
reported by the principal, the ratio of total enrollment to the
number of classrooms reported by the principal, and the average
class size reported by the teachers (97).

Jencks found that 98 percent of the schools averaged
between 20 and 36 children per class, with small differences
between schools according to the racial aad socio-economic
background of the student population.

Jencks observed a limited relationship between class size
aad student achievement, although this relationship disappeared
within districts aad was halved when schools were matched
according tb the mean for grade one nonverbal test scores and socio-
economic level of the student population. Jencks wrote, "Elimin-
ating one child from the average class was associated with between
one and six days of verbal overachievement, thus schools with
classes of twenty scored from two weeks to three months above
schools with classes of thirty-six. The differences for reading
and math scores were much smaller and were not consistently
positive" (1972: 98). Using eleven-year olds as an example,
Jencksedded that if schools halved their class sizes, thus
doubling their costs, achievement would be accelerated only by
a month or two.

Bidwell and Kasarda (1975) looked at the relationship between
district level variables and student achievement measures for all
districts in Colorado. They concluded that large teacher-pupil
ratios were related to declines in achievement scores:

.our results for pupil-teacher ratios suggest the need
for further attention to the per pupil availability of
teachers and to the ways in which teachers and teachers'
time are allocated among students, in studies at the
school as well as at the district level (1975: 69).

196
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Furno and Collins (1967) studied the relationship between
class size and the achievement of both mainstream and limited
ability students in mathematics and reading. The base population
included 16,449 Baltimore pupils enrolled in grade three in
1959. Students were categorized by race, assignment to regular
or special education classes, residence, parental achievement,
reading scores, mathematics scores, years of faculty experience,
teacher examination scores, and percent of non-white faculty.
Classes were grouped according to four size categories: 1-25,
26-31, 32-37, and 384. The authors concluded:

* Students in the regular curriculum and in smaller classes
made significantly greater gains in pupil achievement (on both
standardized reading and arithmetic tests) over the five-year
period (1959-64) in 188 comparisons to 55 for students in larger
classes--a 3.4 to 1 ratio in favor of smaller over larger classes.
These results were attained eVen though, in most instances, the
pupils in larger classes benefited more significantly from such
favorable supporting characteristics as parental education,
faculty knowledge, and faculty teaching experience. When pupil
achieveuent is analyzed separately for reading and arithmetic,
the results were as follows: (a) With respect to reading, the
students in the smaller classes made significantly greater gains
in reading over the five-year period (1959-64) in 92 comparisons
to 26 for students in larger classes--a 3.5 to I ratio; and
(b) With respect to arithmetic, the students in the smaller
classes made significantly greater gains in arithmetic over the
five-year period (1959-64) in 96 comparisons to 29 for students
in larger classes--a 3.3 to 1 ratio.

The most important findings of this study relates: to the
smallest class size grouping (1-25 students). Out of 192 com-
parisons, pupils in the smallest class size grouping made signif-
icantly greater gains in pupil achievement than those in larger
classes in a ratio of 7.3 to 1. Stated differently, 117 com-
parisons (61 percent) favored 'pupils in the smallest class size
grouping (1-25), 16 comparisons (8 percent) favored pupils in
larger classes, and 59 comparisons (31 percent) showed no signifi-
cant differences favoring either smaller or larger classes. Also,

it should be noted that smaller classes made theSe significant
gains in reading and arithmetic achievement detpite the fact that
the pupils in smaller classes benefit significantly more from
such supporting characteristics as parental education, faculty
knowledge, and faculty experience in only 32 percent of the com-
parisons.

The advantages of the allest class size (1-25) were con-
siderably more productive fL,t7 non-white students than for white

students. In 96 group comparisons, non-white pupils it the
smallest classes made significantly greater gains in reading and
arithmetic over these in larger classes by a ratio of 21.3 to
1. Stated differently, out of 96 comparisons, non-white students

; 9 7
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in smaller classes made significantly greater gains in achievement
in 64 comparisons (66 percent), non-white students in larger
classes made significantly greater gains in achievement in 3
comparisons (3 percent), and 29 comparisons (30 percent) favored
neither non-white students in larger nor in smaller classes.
Again it should be pointed out that the non-white students in
smaller classes benefited significantly more fram such favorable
supporting dharacteristics as previously enumerated in only 20
percent of the comparisons.

Students in the special education curriculum and in smaller
classes made significantly greater gains in pupil achievement
(on both standardized reading and arithmetic tests) over the
five-year period (1959-64) in 38 comparisons to 3 for students
in larger classes--a 12.7 to 1 ratio favoring smaller over
larger classes. When pupil achievement is analyzed separately
for reading and arithmetic, the results were as follows: (a)
with respect to reading, the special education students in smaller
classes made significantly greater gains in reading over the five-
year period (1959-64) in 18 comparisons to 2 for students in
larger classes--a 9 to 1 ratio favoring smaller over larger
classes; and,(b) with respect to arithmetic, the special educa-
tion students in smaller classes made significantly greater gains
in arithmetic achievement over the five-year period (1959-64)
in 20 comparisons to 1 for those special education students in
larger classes--a 20 to 1 ratio favoring smaller over larger
classes (1967: 142-3).

The Baltimore study is significant because,
and controls for a large number of variables.

is longitudinal

Notwithstanding the findings of the Baltimore study, research
relating class size to educational achievement generally has been
contradictory and inconclusive. The President's Commission on
School Finance was compelled to comment, "Despite diligent searches
and widespread opinion to the contrary, the Commission finds no
research evidence that demonstrates improved student achievement
resulting from,decreasing pupil-teacher ratios" (1972).

Cea,645 Size and the Educationat PAocetis

There are early studies which demonstrate that smaller classes
were related to improved attendance, pupil behavior, and teacher
morale (Baker, 1936 and Lundberg, 1947). Newell examined class
size and educational adaptability and found that teachers of
smaller classes invent more new teaching practices, and such
practices are more often found in smaller than larger classrooms
(1943). Richman (1955) followed up on this Study with consistent.
findings. He also uncovered a methodological lag in the ad ust-
ment of teachers moving from large to smaller classes. If
teachers were prepared for such changes, the teaching methodology
changed more quickly. The question of bias which Boocock raised
seems quite relevant in evaluating these studies.
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Whitsi (1955) studied thirty-nine large classes (30 or
more students) and forty small classes (under 25) in Social
Studies and English. He observed more individualization,
greater variation in course content, more student planning, and
more positive human relations in small as compared to large clas-es.

Otto (1954) and his colleagues studied instructional methods,
curriculum design, instructional equipment, individual differences,
and physical environment in fifty small (under 25) and large
(35 or more) elementary classrooms. They concluded that the total
educational environment and program for children appear to be
somewhat better in small classes than in large classes but that
differences are not significant (1954: 145).

Richmond (1955) examined 62 teaching practices in middle
elementary grades and found that "desirable" practices which
attenuate when class size is increased are present when class
size is reduced. He also found that teadhers of small classes
were more responsive to children's needs.

Pugh (1965) visited 180 different classrooms and concluded
that small classes were preferable to large classes in terms of
small group activity, individual instruction, and a variety of
activities. Bias may have influenced the observation process,
however.

MdKenna and Pugh (1964) observed that only 43 percent of the
instruction in classes of twenty or less was "mass-oriented" as
opposed to a larger percentage in classes of thirty or more.

Coble (1968) used the Indicators of Quality instrument to
obsente over 4,000 elementary-and secondary classrooms. The
instrument measures the degree of individualization, group,
activity, interpersonal regard, and creativity. Coble obseeved
that as class size increased, quality scores decreased. Elemen-
tary and secondary classes with fewer than fifteen pupils
receiVed the highest quality scores. A replication by Olson
(1970) yielded similar results.

Finally, a large body of small group research (Weick, 1969;
Bales, 1957, etc.) delineates group process factors and their
impact on the compacity of variously sized grOups to function in
different kinds of tasks. While class size may remain large,
students may be grouped in various_sizes which are suitable for
different tasks. Boocock states, ". . awhile teachers and school
systems can probably do little to change the size of the class
as a whole, the small group literature offers an number of
suggestions on optimum group size. . .for various learning
activities (1972: 150).
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C0nc2u414n4

The following conclusions stem from the literature and may
suggest directions for policy alternatives.

1. The results of research on class size (teacher-pupil
ratio at the building level) are decidedly mixed. There
does not appear to be a firm conclusion based on consensus
from many investigations.

2. Most people believe that small classes offer more academic
and related advantages than do larger classes.

Staff-pupil ratio is in a general way, an expansive
measure of class size and teacher-pupil ratios.

Class size is influenced by such factors as fiscal and
physical resources at the district level.

5. In the future, staff salaries will continue to constitute
the largest portion of the school district's expense.

6. Increased technological capacity and innovative programs
may reduce reliance on the teaching staff to some degree.
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11.

_THEHRELATIONSHIP BETUEEN
THE COST AND QUALITY OF
EDUCATION

Intizoduction

Since 1960, national expenditures for education have
increased at the rate of ten percent per year (Heischauer and
Hartman, p. 17).--As-enroliments are declining and educ-
ational costs are increasing, taxpayers are demanding educ-

ational and-fisca1 accountability at the local school district

level.
,

In response to such demands, researdhers have attempted

to identify significant cost-quality- relationships in education

by specifying, school resourcest,or inputs, Which yield the

higheat level of student achievbment, or output. -

It will be the purpose of this paper-to describe the input-

_.output approadh used by researchers and to review relevan-

literature, highlighting researa results which hold ir- _Lca-

tions for educational policy making.

The Input-Output AppApagh

Research using the input-output approach attc_pts to identify

the extent to which each educational input contributes to desired

educational outcomes. Current research is characterized by at

least three major difficulties, however.

First, student learaing is affected by personal, family,

peer, aad community dharacteristics in addition to school inputs,

making it more difficult to isolate the specific degree of

influence exerted by a single sdhool resource. Moreover, extraneous

variables are often difficult to control In natural situations

and yield "averaged out" results when measure& in the form of

_ggregate data.

Second, measures of educational achievement_outcomes are

inadequate. Cognitive measures such as standardized tests
evaluate,-a limited number of educational objectives and empha-

size loker level cognitive operations. Non-cognitive measures

are virtually Ignored.



Finally, researdh results may fall to influence educational
policy making if recommended inputs are economically prohibitive.

Review oti the LitmatuAe

The review of the literature contains three sections: The
first section summarizes the controversial Coleman report as
well as five studies which utilize or replicate Coleman's data:
Section two contains sixteen additional studies examining various
cost-quality relationships: Section three is comprised of two
comprehensive literature reviews which summarize the results of
cost-quality research.

The CpZeman Repo4t and Related Re4e. eh Studie6

Few studies have stimulated more discussion and researeh
than the Equality of Zducational Opportunity Survey (EEOS)
conducted in 1966 for the United States Office of Education
(USOE) by James S. Colenan. Coleman wished to determine th
relative impact an adhievement of various school and non-school
inputs which includes per pupil expenditures, variations in facilities
and curriculum, teacher verbal ability, and socioeconomic back-
ground of the student body. The sample size was 645,000 students
from 3,500-schools nationwide. Achievement was measured by the
students' performance an a standardized verbal adhievement test.
Other data were obtained from questionnaires completed by
students, Principals, and school superintendents (Miller, 1972,
p. 251-253).

The Coleman study produced three ma or conclusions: (1) School
facilities aad curriculum do not significantly contribute to
variations in student adhievement; (2) While no sehool factors
account for muCh variation in achievement, teacher dharacteristics,
e.g., verbal ability, account for more variation than do others;
and (3) The social composition of the student body is,mpre highly
related to achieveneat than is any other factor (Winkler, 1972;
1973, p. 13).

The Coleman study h _ been subject to substantial criticism.
First, the data aaalysis failed to separate the combined influences
of the hone and school environments. This failing is significant
since the two environments are highly correlated; i.e., a student
from a poor home environment is likely to have a poor school
environment.

Second, the data did not account for variances ia per pupil
expenditures within a school district or within a sehool building.
Coleman assumed that all students within a ven district were
educated with the sane amount of dollars.

Third, the impact of the school environment was understated
since it was measured at only one point in time. The impact
upon the student of earlier experiences in school wan totally
igaored.
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Other criticism focus on Coleman's failure to include large
districts in the survey; the intermingled use of both school
building and school district data; and;the limited range of
variables used to measure school programs (Winkler, 1972; 1973,
p. 14; Miller, 1972, p. 251-253).

Five studies have reanalyzed part or all of the Coleman
report data. Christopher Jeneks used the EEOS data for urban,
non-southern aixth graders to examine the relationship between
school service variables and pupil achievement, as measured by
the verbal test, while holding baCkgrounds constant. Jencks also
ranked,EBOS elementary achools, as a measure of quality or
effectiveness, an the basis of what proportion of 'students entered
with low adhievement or readiness test scores as compared to those
who finished sixth grade with high test scores. He then compared
students in the most effective fifth of all elementary sehools
with students from the least effective fifth, matdhing aocio-
economic and racial backgroimds.

Four ma or conclusions resulted: (1) There is no significant
relationship between the physical condition of the school building
and student achievement; (2) Increasing the length of the school
year, adding,a library to a school, and having an adequate number
of textbooks or newer textbooks, seem to be negatively related
to student achievement in this study; (3) Student adhievement is
most significantly affected by teadher education and preparation
whiCh may, however, have only a week relationship to salaries per
pupil (Miller, 1972, p. 256-258); and (4) There is only a ten
point difference in test scores between students in the top
fifth versus the bottom fifth of elementary set-tools. Hence,
equalizing the quality of education cannot be expected to reduce
social inequality. More specifically, spending on schools as
they are presently structured; spending on preschool programs and
compensatory education; and desegregation of ghettoized Children
will not significantly reduce inequality among Americans
(ftanscombe, 1972; 1973, p. 26).

Harvard professor Samuel Bowles subjected a portion of the
Coleman Report data to reanalysis, trying to avoid the report's
statistical pitfalls. All the criticisms of the data in Coleman's

study, of course, still apply to this study. School variables

found significantly related to students' achievement are teachers'

verbal ability, science laboratory facilities (seen as a proxy for

school facilities in general), time spent by teaehers in guidance activ-

it is, and the number of days school is in sesson. In general, it

appears that a uniform improvement of ten percent in all sdhool
inputs would raise pupil aChievement by five to seven percent
(Miller, 1972, p. 253-254).

A third analysis of the Coleman Report was performed by
Stephen Midhelson of the Harvard School of Education. Michelson
studied the,data of sixth grade students in a single large
eastern city who had attended the sane school throughout their
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educational career. Since the data were collected near the
beginning of the school year, the attributes of the fourth and
fifth grade teachers were used as explanatory variables.
Midhelson concluded that some pine in adhievement cam be attained
by redistributing teacher resources. If teadhers are distributed
evenly according to teacher test scores, nine percent of the
achievement gap between black and white dhildren could be closed.
If teadhers with the highest test scores were assigned to black
students, the gap would be reduced by twenty-eight percent.
Michelson implies that more effective use of existing educational
resources could increase educational outputs (Miller, 1972,
p. 254-255).

James Guthrie, professor at the University of California
at Berkeley, and his colleagues reexamined the correlation between
school input measures and student test scores for a sample of
Midhigan students included in the EEOS. Controlling for socio-
economic status, six variables were shown to be significantly
related to verbal achievement scores for at least half the socio-
economic groups: building age, library volumes per student,
enrollment size,of school, classrooms per 1,000 students,
teacherattitudes, and teadher verbal ability (Winkler, 1972,
p. 14). Student adhievement scores in reading, mathematics and
verbal ability were positively related to school site size,
library volumes per student, classrooms per student, teacher
experience, and teadher verbal ability; and negatively related
to building age, percentage of makeshift classrooms, school
enrollment, and percentage of students transferring (Miller,
1972, p. 255-256).

Finally, a reanalysis of the Coleman data by Harvard profes-
sors Frederic Mosteller and Daniel Moynihan affirmed Coleman's
claim that family background is the most significant determinant
of student adhieveuent (Winkler, 1972; 1973, p. 14).

atheA Re,seaAch Mau

A significant amount of researdh has been performed independent
of the Coleman study. Of the sixteen studies reviewed below, six
focus on elementary students, four on secondary students, and
six on students in more than one level.

Etementam Levet RezearEch Studie4. In 1967 Heim and Perl
conducted a study of third and sixth grade students from sixty-
three school diitricts in New York state. Input data included
personnel, family, and school variables not amenable to policy
control, and staff and pedagogy related variables amenable to
policy control. Output data consisted of the reading and
arithmetic test scores for third and sixth grade pupils. The
specific variables measured are listed below:
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Educational Inputs Not Anenable to Policy Control:

Student socioeconomic status
Student I.Q.
Racial composition of the school district
Student absentee rate
Sdhool district size
Previous,performance levels of students
District location (rural and not rural)

II. Educational Inputs Anenable to Policy Control:

A. _Staff-related
Teachers: degree status (B.A.., M.A. or other)

experience
class size

Pr cipals: degree status
total years experience in education
years of experience as a principal
number of principals per 1,000 students

Other administrators and supervisors at the school
and district level, including the district super-
intendent, were examined according to the sane
variables as were the principals.

B. Pedagogy-related

Programmed learning
Independent Study
Television teadhing
Non-graded sdhool
In-service teadher education
Pre-kindergarten
Mbdular scheduling
Experimental or advanced
classes

Curriculum innovations
Performing arts programs
Interpersonal relations
programs

Textbook expenditures
per pupil
Supplies and materials
Expenditures per pupil
Equipment expenditures
per pupil

(Heim and Perl, 1974, p. 15)

The district was used _ as the unit of observation. The
results revealed the following:

(1) Of those input variables beyond the control of the
district, socioeconomic level, race and rural badkground
were all systematically related to students' reading
adhievement levels. Specifically, student adhievenent was
lower, All other things being equal, if the students were
of low socioeconomic status, non-white, or rural. The
findings also Indicate that reading performance at the
early elementary level affected reading performance at
the late elementary level.
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(2) Of those input variables within the control of the
district, teacher variables bad the greatest impact upon
reading aChievement. At the early elementary level, the
concentration of teachers as determined by class size
was significantly related to reading adhievement; the
smaller the class size, the greater the reading achieve-'
ment scores. Teacher degree status and teacher experience
had no systematic effect at this level. At the late
elementary level, teacher degree status was most strongly
related to reading achievement. Class size had a limited
impact, and teaching experience a negligible impact upon
reading achievement levela (Heim and Perl, 1974, p. 18).

Of the administrative supervisory variables studied, only
the principel's level of education was related to differences
la student adhievement levels, and that relationship held true
only in the late primary grades. Of the pedagogical variables
examined, the existence of performing arts prograns at the early
and late elementary levels was positively related to success
in reading. The effett of curricular innovations was positive
but small. The effect upon reading achievement of some peda-
gogical techniques and practices, including the use of open'
circuit television and programmed learning, was negative' --,

(Heim and Perl, 1974, p. 18-19.).

The findings of the arithmetic area are similar to those
reported above for reading (Heim and Berl, 1974, p. 19).

Martin Katzman, a School of Education economist from Sao
Paulo, Brazil, did a cross-sectional study of fifty-six school
districts in the Boston area to assess the influence of home
and school environmental factors on the achievement of second
through sixth grade students. Gains in reading scores were
shown to be significantly related In a positive direction to
the percentage of teachers with one to ten years of experience,
and in a negative direction to district size and the percentage
of students in corwded classrooms. The percentage of teachers
with M.A. degrees and the percentage of annual teacher turn-
over were not significantly related to gains in reading scores
(Winkler, 1972; 1973, p. 15).

Hanushek related the third grade reading test scores of
white dhildren from blue and white collar backgrounds with
various school inputs. The study failed to measure school
facilities or class size, but did discover a statistically
significant relationship between student reading test scores
and teadher verbal ability (Winkler, 1972; 1973, p. 16).

Benson examined 1962-63 California Reading Comprehension
Test scores for fifth graders from 249 California school districts
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in relationship to published information regarding the school
inputs and aocioeconomic characteristics of each district.
Benson concluded that teacher experience and training as
reflected by salary figures is positively related to pupil
achievement.

In a study of sixth graders in predominantly white or
black northern metropolitan schools, Hanushek found a sig-
nificant, positive relationship between the experience and
verbal ability of teachers and student performance on verbal
achievement tests. Hanushek charged unreliability of infor-
mation provided by principals as a reason for not finding a
similar relationship between school facility and curriculum
variables and student achievement (Winkler, 1972; 1973, p.14

Finally, Stanford professor Henry Levin studled the
achievement of white sixth grade students from thirty-six
schools in a northeastern city. Levin discovered statistically
significant relationships between student achievement and
two input variables, teacher experience and quality of teacher
undergradUate institutions. Two other variables, rate of
teacher turnover and number of library volumes per student,
were not related to student achievement. _

Seconda)uy Levet Weatch Studie4. Heim and Peri conducted
a study of 1960 seniors drawm from a sample of 1,000 American
high schools. Input variables included two sociological var-
iables, family education and family income, and Various school
organization and staff variables. The following conclusions
were reachedt (1) Family background is an important deter-
minant of ability; (2) Teacher verbal ability, starting salary,
and percent of teacher time spent in his or her area of special-
ization are positively and significantly related to student
performance; (3) Teacher degree status, percent of time in
area of specialization, and percent of male teachers are pos-
itively and significantly related to student quantitative
ability; and (4) Teacher experience, teacher certification by
the state, class size, and length of school year are unrelated
to student verbal or mathematics performance levels (Heim and
Peri, 1974, p. 23-24).

The above research has been criticized because Heim and
Perl failed to control for the entry :evel abilities of
students, and assumed school inputs to be identical for all
students from the same school.

Working independently, Perl examined the USOE Project
Talent data for 3,000 twelfth grade students in 840 schools
to determine the relationship between school inputs and student
verbal test scores. In a two part analysis, Perl defined
inputs first as total school expenditures per student, and
later as specific types of school resources.
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The results indicate that achievement and expenditures
per pupil are significantly related, especially when such
expenditures are used to reduce class size, and to increase
the starting salary of teachers, the amount of time a teacher
spends in his or her area of specialization, the number of
teachers with M.A. degrees, and the number of library booka
(Winkler, 1972; 1973, p. 15). Increasing the number of
teachers with M.A. degrees alone can increase student achievement
by ten to fifteen percent (Miller, 1972, p. 259).

Jencks compared the ninth and twelfth grade scores of
students in six tests taken from the Project Talent battery
of forty-nine tests. Unlike Perl, Jencks concluded that
student achievement is not sIgnificantly related to school
variables and that achievement would not be greatly enhanced
even if a school doubled its per pupil expenditures.

Using a sample of black and white eighth grade students
from Richmond, California, Donald R. Winkler investigated the
relationships between the change in verbal test scores between
grades one and eight, and the home and school inputs received
during those years. Although the results vary somewhat accord-
ing to student characteristics, three teacher characteristics,
salary, experience, and quality of undergraduate institution,
were significantly related to student verbal achievement.
Changes in the student/teacher ratio, the annual rate of
teacher turnover, expenditures on school administration,
the number of credits earned by teachers beyond the B.A.
degree, were not significantly related to student achievement
(Winkler, 1972;1973, p. 15).

Matiteva ReUatch Studiez. Summers and Wolfe studied
the relationship between the use of resources in the Philadelphia
public schools and the achievement growth of elementary, junior
and senior high school students. They concluded that school
resources, when Properly targeted, can have a significant impact
upon student achievement. The following specific relationships
were isolated: (1) Smaller elementary and senior high classes
increase.learning. At any level, classes over a certain size
reduce learning; and (2) Students with handicaps associated with
race, income deprivation, or limited ability can best by helped
by experienced teachers with highly-rated college backgrounds.

Several school inputs were not significantly related to
student achievement, however, including school facilities
(amount of playground space, size of science laboratories,
and age and condition of school building); measurable charac-
teristics of the principal; and teacher degree status and per-
formance on the National Teachers' Examination (Summers and
Wolfe, 1975).

In nrder to assess the cost benefits of compensatory education
programs, Thomas I. Ribich analyzed the Project Talent data of
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male students ranking in the lower twenty percent of the
Project Talent Index of Socioeconomic Status, excluding students
from the South and from large cities to insure comparability.
After comparing the achievement test scores of students from
schools with differing per pupil expenditures, Ribich concluded
that, at 1960 spending levels, an increase of $100 per pupil
expenditures is equivalent to six to eight weeks of additional
schooling. The benefits of increased per pupil spending are
greatest in schools which have previously expendc the least,
however (Miller, 1972, p. 251).

Herbert J. Riesling studied a sample of participants in
the Quality Measurement Program, stratified by grade, socio-
economic class and size of district. He examined the relation-
ship between the average achievement of students from each
district, partitioned by grade and socioeconomic level, and
three resource inputs: average pupil intelligence as
measured by an I.Q. test; school district size; and annual per
pupil expenditures. Riesling concluded that the relationships
between school district expenditures and student performance
is strongest for students in the lower grades from a middle
socioeconotitic background enrolled in a large school district
(Killer, 1972, p. 251).

Economists O'Neill, Gray and Horowitz examined the effects
of equalizing expenditures among schools within a District of
Columbia school district. They found that the quality of
education is most equalized when the low spending districts
ntilize additional funds to reduce class size and attract
experienced teachers. Teacher productivity levels off after
seven years of experience, however (Miller, 1972, p. 258-259).

Pirman compared high and low quality schools and found
that high quality schools expend more dollars per student;
spend twenty-five percent more for instructional purposes; have
five more professionals per 1,000 pupils; and employ a younger,
more educated, better traveled, and less place-bound staff
(Firman, 1963, p. 107-108).

Finally, the Pennsylvania studies headed by Professor
Mort of ColuMbia University revealed that, with no discernible
point of diminishing return, expenditures per pupil, average
teacher salary, and pupil-teacher ratio all contribute to-
increased educational quality. Increased spending, in particular,
is used to develop new educational opportunities (Swanson,
1967, p. 160).

Litetatate Review*

Averch, Harvey et al reviewed eighteen large and small
scale studies designed to determine the impact of school
resources upon student achievement in light of other background
factors. Although the studies reviewed were poor predictors
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of_student outcomes, seldom achieving even fifteen to twenty
percent accuracy (Averch, 1971, p. 44), the authors did derive
the following conclusions:

Background factors are important determinants of educational
outcoMes, especially the socioeconomic status of the student's
family and community.

Most studies have failed to conclusively demonstrate that
class size, teacher experience, and teacher degree status are
significantly related to student performance outcomes (Averch,
1971, p. 48).

With the possible exception of the 1968 Follow Through
Program, Head Start and other Title I programs did not signif-
icantly influence the educational progress of children from
disadvantaged environments. Resources characteristic of such
programs included small class sizes, additional instructional
personnel, individualized instruction, and extensive use of
audiovisual equipment (Averch, 1971, p. 102).

J.fost funded compensatory education programs such as
Computer Assisted Instruction, Early Child Stimulation Through
Parent Education, and prekindergarten programs, have not
accomplished large, long-term gains in the performance of
target children (Averch, 1971, p. 125).

A few highly structured intervention progrems have produced
short run gains in pupil cognitive performance k,ut those gains
subside in two or three years unless reinforced.

Using 1971 monetary values, the cost of successful inter-
vention programs is $200 and over, although the level of funding
lis not a sufficient condition for success. Educational expen-
ditures can be redirected and even reduced without reducing
effectiveness (Averch, 1971, p. 155-156).

Improvement in both cognitive and non-cognitive student
outcomes may require sweeping changes in the organization,
structure and conduct of educational experiences (Averch,

1971, p. 158).

Heim and Perl's literature review consists of studies
performed between 1960 and 1971 which examine the impact of
various policy inputs on education. They distinguish "policy
inputs," which are manipulable, from "fixed inputs," which

are nonmanipulable. Their conclusions rega ding specific
policy inputs are as follows:

School size was found to be significantly related to
student performance in only thirty percent of _the studies

.
reviewed, and appears to be neither an asset nor a liabilit5%
Extremely large or small districts were not studied in sufficient
numbers of insure the applicability of findings to those dis-
tricts (Heim and Perl, 1974, p. 10).

Eighty-three percent of the studies that examined the
relationship between teacher_d!gree status and student achieve-
ment found a strong positive correlation (Heim and Perl, 1974,

p. 11).

1 3
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Of twenty-three studies, teacher ex erience was signifi-
cantly related to student cognitive performance only fifty-
seven percent of the time. Teacher experience may be more
strongly related to the non-cognitive development of students,
however (Heim and Perl, 1974, p. 11).

Socioeconomic status of the teacher, measured by the educa-
tional level of the teacher's parents, and verbal ability, used
as a proxy for both socioeconomic background and intelligence,
were significantly related to both the cognitive and non-
cognitive performance levels of students. (Heim and Perl, 1974,
p. 12).

.Class size, or pupil/teacher ratio, was found to be
significantly related to student performance in only thirty-
seven percent of the studies reviewed (Heim and Perl, 1974,
p. 12)

gyality of administrative and supervipory_personnel, as
indicated by their salary level, is somewhat-related to student
achievement. antity of administrative and supervisory personnel,
as indicated by number of employed per 1,000 pupils, is not
systematically related to student achievement (Heim and Peri,:
1974, p. 12).

Fragmentary evidence indicates that educational television'
and programmed learning are suitable methods of substituting
technology for manpower if used among college-bound students
at the secondary level. The widespread applicability of such
technologies is questionable (Heim and Peri, 1974, p. 13).

ConctuAion

Despite the theoretical soundness of the input-output approach
in studying the cost/benefits of educational resources,-current
research is inadequate. The inability of researchers to
separate school from other environmental inputs; the use of
inadequate measures of student cognitive abilities; and, the
failure to consider non-cognitive behaviors of students lessen
the impact of research results.

Nevertheless, the studies reviewed provide some indication
of the following school_resources which may give a significant
impact upon student performance outcomes.

Teacher characteristics seem to have a greater impact on
student performance than any other school resource. Characteris-
tics which most consistenly had a significant relationship to
student achievement include teacher experience, verbal ability,
-quality of undergraduate institution, starting salary, and
percent of time spent in area of specialization. Teacher degree
status was significantly related to student achievement In five
studies, but was only somewhat or negligibly related in five
other studies.

A variable which relates to teacher characteristics, the
student/teacher ratio or class size was significantly related
to student achievement in seven studies; somewhat related In
one study; and unrelated in two studies.

2 I 4
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With the possible exception of number of library books
.per student and the age of the school building, school facilities
seem to have a negligible impact upon student performance.

Although increased spending cannot insure inCreases in
student achievement, the level of per pupil expenditures was
shown to be significantly related to student achievement in
fourstudies, as opposed to two studies in which a moderate
relationship existed and one study in which the relationship
was negligible. Researchers note that increased spending is
most effective when previous per pupil expenditures have been
low, or when spending is used to increase school resources which
in themselves have a strong influence upon student performance.

The following table summarizes the research findings
relative to the impact of school resources upou student cog-
nitive performance outcomes.

Insert Table 1 About Here



TM3LE I

SaOOL INPUT

.

ER OF STUDIES INDICATING A
RELATIONSHIP TO STUDENT
COGNITIVE PERFORMANCE

Significant
RelatiOnship

Somewhat
Related

tle no
---'

or Unclear
Relationship

District Characteristics
(

District size 1
Salt:hal size 3
Student/teacher ratio 7 2
Student/profeSsional ratio 1
I student transfera
General expenditure level 4 2 1

School Facilities

Building condition 2
Science lab facilities 1 1
Building age 2 1
8 makeshif t classroans 1
Existence of library 1
Library both:a/student 1
Playground space 1
Facilities in general 2

Curriculum, Inktruction

Perfoming arts programs
Curricular innovations
General curriculum 2

Number of school days
TV, programmed learning.
Number of textbooks
Age of textbooks
Spending for instruction

Teacher Cbaracteris tics

ExTierience 7 1

Degree status 5 1

Quality,undergrad taGt.
. 3

State certification. 1

National Tchr. Exam. tests 1 1

Verbal ability 6 1

Teacher attitudes 2

hnount of tar. travel 1

Age 1
I time in area of spec. 3

Time spent in guidance 1

male teachers (math) 1

Starting salary 3

Average salary 1
Teacher turnover 2

Administrative
Characteristics

Principal's education
level

1

Expenditures for
administration
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12.

SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE

Statement oi the. Ptob Zen

During the past forty years a voluminous body of research
and professional opinion has been developing on the topic of
size as it relates to the units of educational organization
of.a state school system. Size is most often expressed in
terms of student enrollment, the number of students in a
school building, a school district, or an intermediate unit.
In the development of this paper, student enrollment and/or
the number of students in a school building will be used as
expressions of size.

The factor of size for the sake of size is not important.
Rather its significance rests with the impact of size upon a
great number of other aspects of education. One must consider
the type of structure, as measured by size, that is essential
in providing the desired programs and services at an appropriate
level of educational quality with efficiency of organization
and economy of operation. To the extent that size may facilitate
or impede the offering of desired programs and services the
issue becomes important. Size is an important factor to con-
sider when a state undertakes the task of organizing its dis-
tricts into units that will meet citizens' expectations in
return for investment in public education.

Hiztvaca Backgfrcound

Over the past 30 years a prevailing trend in educational
planning has been the formation of fewer and larger school dis-
tricts. Simon and Grant, as reported by St. Louis and MeNamara
(20, p. 295), showed that the number of public school districts
in the United States decreased from 127,531 in 1930 to 54,859
in 1955 to 26,938 in 1966. The formation of state-local program-
planning systems, the development of regional instructional
resource centers, and the emerging number of intermediate units
in the various states lends additional evidence of the formation
of large administrative units.

Isenberg (10, pp. 93-4) in his study of school district
reorganization in,Kansas suggested this finding. In Kansas
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in 1963, there were 1840 school distr c s of 18 different
types, while, by legislative mandate, in 1967 this number was
reduced to 343 with 6 different types.

Many states still haVe elementary and secondary school
districts in operation in addition to unit (K-12) districts.
The Illinois study (16) a'owed 11,000 districts operating in
1945 compared to 1,072 in 1=72. The 1972 figure includes non-
unit districts. Illinois ranks second to Nebraska'in the total
nuMber of school districts. In Minnesota, 7606 districts
existed in 1947; currently that number is 435.

The rationale behind this trend is perhaps best supported
by economies of scale studies. Cost curves have been developed
for school districts, grouped by enrollment. St. Louis and
MdNamara (20, p. 301) developed a cost curve for Oregon school
districts for the 1972-73 school year. (See the Appendix for
a table and graph of average maintenance costs by average daily
membership for Oregon districts.) Averag, maintenance costs--
that is, dollars spentrise with both extremes of large and
small enrollments.

In terms of the economies of scale of school district
operation, the trend is toward more efficient operation and
larger administrative units. LaLely, however, large school
districts have been examined"to determine if "big" is perhaps
cumbersome and ineffective.

Review oi the L ea.tJj--P'TioJL to 1972

Before 1972, studies of district size approached research
methodology, definition of variables, and the,form of findings
in a way quite different from later investigation. For this
reason, the review of the literature has been divided into two
sections.

These earlier studies related to school size used primarily
the survey or questionnaire technique and available state
records for4athering data. Student and environmental variables
were premiere considerations of researchers. Educational pro-
cess variables, or those factors over which the school district
has some control, were left largely untouched. The results
of these studies were generally expressed in school district
or size recommendations. Notable exceptions were the studies
of Kiesling and Krietlow. Both of these researchers, particularly
Kiesling, were cited by researchers in later studies.

The following is a listing by year, resea cher, and findings
of some of the earlier "size" studies.
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RESEARCHER
INFORMATION SOURCE

1967 Robert H. Isenberg (10)

1967 William Inman (9)
Donald Rushing

1967 E. Robert Stephens
John Spiess

1967 Don L. Morgan (6)

FINDINGS

supported the:trend toward
reogranization in Kansas

found improved program following
reorganization

(21) found pupil achievement
favored a secondary atten-
dance center slightly larger
than 1,000 students

1968 Richard J. McCowan (14)
Robert P. O'Reilly
Gregory J. Illenberg

1968 William Inman (8)

1968 Robert J. Kie ling (11)

1968 Richard P. Manat
Anton J. Netusil

1968 James E. Maxey (6)
Donald R. Thomas

found definite and consistent
relationship between participa-
tion in school activities
and distance from home to
school

advantages appear in increases
of school size up to 1,500-
2,000 students of smaller
geographic units

size is a factor in determining
success of programs within
structures to fit the goals
of the school system state-
wide

(1) relationship of high school
size to performance, IN, SES,
and expenditure is negative
(2) relationship of high school
size to breadth of curriculum
is highly positive

small school districts have
13) greatly increased per capita

expense for central administra-
tion recommended school dis-
trict size: 3,000-5,000
pupils

schools with innovating pro-
grams tent to have high
schools of at least 200--
technical innovations more
likely to be found in dis-
tricts enrolling over 500
in high school

3
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1968 Richard J. McCowan (6) important advantages appear
Robert P. McCowan to accrue with increases in

school size up to 1,500 rto
2,000--beyond this leveling
off noted

1968 James E. Maxey (6) recommended district should
Donald R. Thomas have minimum total (K-l2) en

rollment of 1,500 to secure
maximum benefit,of teacher
preparation. Smaller the
school, greater chance teacher
will teach in 2 or more sub-
ject areas and have greater
number of subject preparations.
Larger schools attract better
prepared, more experienced
teachers, pay higher salaries
and meet more pupi1s per day

1968 Ralph D. Purdy (6) recommended the following
enrollments for elementary
centers (nursery to grade 8):
minimum 300
optimum 500
maximum 750

1968 Robert L. Whitt (6) recommended minimum of 300-
500 pupils in grades K-6;
maximum 900
recommpnded minimum of 100
grade 9, 300-500 in grades
7-9

1968 C.O. Tower (6) as enrollments increase,
number of different vocational
programs increases, and capital
outlay per pupil and operating
costs decrease

cap. Oper.
No. Out. Costs

H.S. Dif. Per Per
Enr.. _Frog. _Pupil_ Pupil

408 15 $3,994 $519
1,004 22 2,858 480
2,779 41 2,363 467

1969 Harold E. Turner (6) concluded that it would be
very difficult if not impossible
for a small district to mount
an outstanding curriculum--
in most cases the costs would
be prohibitive

2 2 4
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1970 Neal E. Rosenberg (6)

1970 Raymond S. Adams (6)
Richard M. Klmble
Marjorie Marlin

1971 Burton W. K:eitlow

1971 Burton W. Kreitlow

1971 Sylvia B. Rimm (6)

no recommendation but data
seems to favor 2,000 as optimum
high school enrollment

no recommendations, found
amount of variation explainable
by size was slight

students in reogranized dis-
tricts have consistently higher
achievement test'scores, com-
pleted high School with a 6- an
and a 13Month advantage, in
mental maturity for boys and
girls respectively as well as
a higher matriculation in
college

6) reorganized school districts
provided more learning oppor-
tunities

found no significant difference
in (a) 1st semester or curricu-
lative GPA of freshmen, (b)
attrition rates or percentage
of students in good standing,
(c) performance variables, ra4,
etc., or (d) choice of major
among students coming from
various sized schools

Review oi the LitetatuteSinee 1972

Since 1972 several states have been involved in studies of
educational quality which have dealt with school size, directly
or indirectly, in both varying scope and quality. The considera-
tion of size Is linked to the foreseeable possibility of man-
dating mlnimum and perhaps maximum structures in allowing for
more efficient and effective delivery of educational programs.

Florida, Massachusetts, Wisconsin, Pennsylvania, California,
Illinois, Colorado, and Oklahoma studies will be briefly dis-
cussed. A report of the Minnesota State-Wide Assessment Program
findings relative to community type is also included. Attention
will be given to thequality, methodology, and findings of each
study.

Ftwada

Educational process variables were analyzed,as Harrow and
Dzrieban (7) identified the factors predominantly related to
efficient allocation of resources in Florida's public school

ri 7 7.
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districts. In 1947, 650 public school districts in the state

were reduced to 67 county districts--41 of which had student
enrollments of less than 10,000 students and 29 with less than
5,000. Twenty-seven variables were compared in this county

systems. The findings of the study revealed the following:

0 The smaller counties had greater administrative costs.

The smaller counties had greater difficulty atracting and
retaining qualified personnel. As a result, there was a higher
percentage of teachers teaching out-of-field in smaller counties.

Smaller counties offered a narrower educational program.
However, it was noted that though the reorganization process
educational offerings and services increased within the county

units.

Ma44aehuzetth

The Governor's Office in Massachusetts formed a Commission
on School District Organization and Collaboration (5) that
studied and conferred during the 1973-74 school year. The
research.techniques were not very sophisticated. Data came

primarily from Commonwealth reports. The study findings suggested

that:

Curriculum breadth was less in smaller schools.

o In equal-sized districts the number of courses available

as a function of district assessed valuation per pupil.

* Smaller districts usually found it more difficult to
support staff training and renewal programs.

' Smaller districts, in both wealthier and poorer categories,
has smaller precentages of graduates entering four-year colleges

than did larger one.

* Smaller districts usually found it more di- icult to per-
form purchasing, transportation, central administration, and

other support services economically.

.2
Smaller districts usually support smaller class sizes or

lower teacher/pupil ratios, even though current research on

class size and pupil achievement does not consistently reveal
significant benefits from doing so.

Wiscoruax

A study conducted under the direction of the Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction (6), reviewed those charac-

teristics associated with quality education and effective utiliza-

tion of resources. The data analyzed came from state reports.

The findings of this study showed:

26
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The number of high school course offerings was related to
the size of the high school.

2. The smaller districts in Wisconsin offered fewer shared-time
services.

3. The smaller dis ricts had smaller pupil/teacher ratios.

4. The educational opportunities for students in different
Wisconsin public school districts contained great variation
in wealth, expenditure, tax rate, and high school course
offerings--not all of Which were related to size. Expendi-
tures were lowest in high schools with enrollments of 300-
499. Tax rates increased with enrollment. Wealth showed no
relationship to size.

Pert6 yblan4a

Cober (3) conducted a study directed by the Pennsylvania
Department of Education on the cost of teaching different sub-
jects in school districts of three differing sizes. Program
costs appeared to be influenced by pupil-teacher ratios, exper-
ience level of teachers, the holding power of districts, salary
schedules and fringe benefits, and the use of aides, supervisor,
supplies, and, to a limited degree, size.

Cau on.11411

Niskanen and Levy (15) t....nducted a study on the sizes of
schools and communities under the Graduate School of Public
Policy at California University at Berkeley. The research
focused upon educational process variables, particularly in
terms of the effeciency and effectiveness of large school
districts, since 90 percent of California students attend schools
in districts of 1,500 or more. The research sample contained
144 of the 146 largest unified school districts in California
and represented 45 percent of the state's total student pop-
ulation. The data were sixth and twelfth grade statewide
assessment scores in mathematics and reading, related to IQ,
district spending, and school size.

The findings related to size include:

1. School district size had a consistent negative relation to
student performance and was highly significant in three out
of the four tests.

Staff turnover had a significant negative relation to
district size.

Median teacher salaries have a significant positive relation
to district size, not because of salary schedules but because
of the turnover factor. Larger school districts have larger
average class sizes.

2 2
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In general, they found that larger districts have older
teachers, higher teacher salaries, and larger classes. Niskanen
and Levy made a plea to reduce the financial incentives for
reorganization in California because of the lower student per-
formance in larger school districts.

The Illinois Legislature commissioned a group to study
school district organization within the state. 11116 study (16)
included the exmmination of variables across size and wealth of
school district. The study group found a positive relationship
between school district size and the range of instructional
program, teacher and administrative salaries, staff longevity
and advanced degrees- and the requirements for educational
resources.

The economic efficiency of unit and dual school districts
was examined in a second Illinois study by Sebulao and Hickrod
(19, pp. 178-190). An optimum size relative to costs was
developed by analyzing the data with curvilinear and least
squares regression and also with differential calculus.

Principal findings of this study were (19, p. 187):

O As the size of enrollment increased, school expenditures
decreased up to a certain point in the size continuum, thus
supporting the concept of "economies of scale."

* The unit school district experiences economies of scale
through a much greater segment of the size continuum than the
elementary and secondary districts.

o Size of the district in terms of pupil enrollment in ADA
influence per pupil cost with or without holding constant the
effects of the assessed valuation upon costs.

* About 58 percent of the varia'ci in administrative cost
per pupil is explained by the size of the unit district, while
only 15 and 23 percent are explained by size of the elementary
and secondary school districts, respectively. It was also
shown that the unit district experiences economies of scale on
administrative costs through a greater segment of size spectrum
than dual elementary and secondary districts.

o The analysis of the two forms of cost variables with slze
established the following minimum-optimum-maximum size values
for economic efficiency:

a. Gross expenditure on size.

1. Elementary district--minimum 250; optim 750; and
maximum 3,000 ADA.

2 8
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Secondary dis ict--minimum 175; optimum 500; and
maximum 2,000 ADA.
Unit district--minimum 175; optimum 5,000; and
maxImum 35,000 ADA.

b. Administrative cost on size.

1. Elementary district--minimum 400; optimum 7,500;
and maximum 20,000ADA.

2. Secondary district--minimum 420; optifflum 2,500; and
maximum 12,000 ADA.

3. Unit district-minimum 1,000; optimvm 8,000; and
maximum 40,000 ADA.

a The contention that it will be more economical to operate a
unit district than to operate elementary and secondary school
districts of comparable size to the unit district was verified
provided that the size of the unit district is at that level
where the least-cost-combination of the unit districts in
Illinois was 15,000 ADA. As enrollment size increases from
this level, estimates of per pupil cost for the unit district
become consistently less when compared with estimates for the
elementary and secondary districts of comparable size to the
unit district. The difference becomes more pronounced the la-ger
the unit district becomes until the optimum is reached.

Camado

The most recent research compiled by Bidwell and Kasarda (2)
studied five environmental variables of school districts In
Colorado. Three components of district structure and one of
staff composition were linked to student achievement on reading
and math scores. The environmental variables included were
size, fiscal resources, percent non-white in the district's
community population, and the education and incase levels of
the parents. The measures of districtfttructure were pupil-
teacher ratio, administrative intensity, and the ratio of
supporting staff to teachers. The staff composition variable
was the qualification level of the professional staff. Relative
to size, the results indicated that a high pupil-teacher ratio
and administrative intensity reduce median levels of achievement,
but that size overall has a slight effect on reading or math
achievement.

The researchers did notethat, as district size increased
in Colorado, the number of students outran the number of teachers
provided, creating losses in output due to a high pupil-teacher
ratio. They suggest the need for alternatives to traditional
organization of instruction that would permit school districts
to achieve economies of scale without incurring losses due to
a high pupil/teacher ratio.

9
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Oktahoma

White and Tweeten (a) studied optimal resource_allocations
and school district size for rural areas by using data from the
Oklahoma state-wide needs assessment program. They divided the
stratified sample of school districts into subgroups by size and
geography. A cost-effectiveness model was used to evaluate the
effect of educational output, teacher'salary, student background,
student density and high school curriculum on optimal resource
combination and average cost of instruction, attendant services
and transportation. While one of these factors wa0 allowed to
vary, the others were held constant at their respective sample
averages. They found that optimal resource organization in
sehooling depends on educational objectives, student backgrounds,
high school curriculum, teacher salary and student density.

White and Tweeten's (21, p. 368) findings related to size
were as follows:

1. A more extensive curriculum requires larger schoel districts
to efficiently utilize the program. The optimal school
district size for a school offering only a minimum program
is 550 ADA.

2. Optimal school district size and the :ost per student varies
according to student density. The optimal school district
size (and minimum attainable average cost per ADA) was 300
students ($744) for a density of 0.6 transported students
per square mile and was 1075 ($661) for'a student density
of 3 per square mile. While transportation costa limit
school district expansion in sparsely populated areas, such
costs are not as important in heavily populated districts
where the optimal school district size is therefore much
greater.

Minna ta

Minnesota did not have a study on school size kell se.
However, in the Statewide Assessment Program, community type
was one of the variables considered. Communities were grouped
into inner city, suburban and small towns, and rural categories.
Students in suburbs and towns scored significantly above the
state means. Rural students did not differ significantly from
the state means, while students in the large citie6 were signif-
icantly 'below the State means for all domains and for total
reading performance (1, p. 57). Controlling for home socio-
economic background, the study still found the type of community
to have a significant effect on reading performance.

Another indicator of the effects of school size is reading
performance. The reading performance of Minnesota llth.graders
attending schools whose total enrollment is above 1,500 is a
little higher than that of students attending schools of other
sizes. Other factors such as SES, expenditures, and school
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-reading related characteristics, must be analyzed along with
size and reading performance before firm conclusions are made
concerning the effects of school size (18, 61).

Suniicvty and Conatu4ion6

There exists an abundance of literature on the topic of
school size, referred to as the number of students enrolled in
a district, an attendance area, or a regional unit. The liter-

46ature, prior to 1972, was more journalistic in nature and focused
on a growing student population. The movement was toward ,

efficiency, especially in the area of expenditures. The effect-
iveness issue was left largely unanswered. Exceptions included
Kreitlow's longitudinal study which showed better achievement
scores in reorganized districts as compared to non-reorganized
units. Another notable effort was that of Riesling in his
study of the relationship of school size to student performance,
IQ, and socioeconomic background, curriculum, and expenditures.

The primary purpose served by school size studies seemed to
revolve around the political issue of school district reorganiza-
tion. Several states have funded studies on school size including
Florida, Massachusetts, Wisconsin, Pennsylvania, California,
Illinois, Colorado, and Oklahoma. The data were commonly obtained
from statewide assessment programs. Reading and math scores are
predominant. The findings are Similar and are tabulated in the
following summary table.

Insert Summary Table About Here

The findings consistently reveal that smaller-schools have:

--less curriculum breadth,
- -smaller pupil/teacher ratios,
--greater staff turnover, and
--significantly fewer remedial and special programs.

More sophisticated and thorough studies reval in addition:

--Optimal school size Is affected by student density;
- -Lower pupil/teacher ratios are found in smaller school
districts;

--Unified districts are more effective than non-unified
districts;

- -Greater staff turnover exists in smaller schools;
--Salary schedule and fringe:benefits are lower in smaller

schools; and
--Student performance has a negative relationship to size, as

large districts become larger.

In the issue of quality education, size remains an indirect
factor. Teacher variables, for example, are directly related

31
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SUMMARY TABLE

Curriculum Breadth Less
in Smaller Schools

Economies of Scale

Smaller Pupil/Teacher
Ratio in Smaller Schools

Unified Districts
More Effective

Smaller Districts Less
Efficient in Purchasing
and Transportation

Staff Turnover Greater
in Smaller Districts

X X X

xxx

Remedial an&Special:
Programs Largely Absent
from Smaller Schools x X X

Optimal School Size and
Costs per Student
Affected by.Student
Density

Salary Schedule Fringe
'Benefits Less in Smaller
'Schools

Student Performance

X X

*Negative relationship; that is, the greater size, the less

performance



to size and impact directly upon student performance. Research
haashoWn that smaller schools have a younger staff, fewer
advanced degrees, greater teacher turnover, and less staff
inservice activities. These factors are directly associated
with lower student performance on achievement tests.

By the above measures, smaller schools demonstrate tleBs
quality" than larger schools.

2 :3 3
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APPENDIX I

DEFINITION OF TERMS
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ADA

ADM

Attendance Unit

Economies of Scale

Definition of Terms

average daily attendance (students enrolled)

average daily membership (students enrolled)

student enrollment per school building

cost efficiency at a given range of enroll-
ment; less efficiency below and above that
given range resulting in increased costs

Educational Quality behavior produced in the students who pass
through an educational program as measured
by achievement test scores, retention rates,
attendance rates, etc.

Educatioaal Structure school district organization

.Elementary Dist-ict enrollment component in grades; kinder-
garten through 6 administered apart from
the secondary district

Organiza on also reorganization, regionalization,
consolidation, realigning of school
district boundaries to enlarge the admin-
istrative component and increase student
enrollment

Output of an
Educational System

Student variable

Educational P ocess
Variable

Environmental
Variables

student educational process, and
environmental variables

characteristics, and level of attainment
of students at the beginning of an
educational program (race, IQ, time spent
studying, residence patterns, activities,
and post high school plans

activities in a school designed to raise
student's level of attainment--they have
a cost factor (program offerings, teaching
innovations, instructional materials,
teacher qualifications, teacher workloads,
facilities, and school district size)

Circumstances in the community and
home that facilitate or impede the
educational process (parents' education,
income, occupation, and interest in
their children's education)
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School Die- ict enrollMent component per legally
defined unit

Secondary District enrollment component in grades 7-12
administered a part from the elemen_ary
district, also dual unit

Unit DistrIct enrollment component in grades K-12
administered as one operation

U4.1
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Selected Values for the Average Cost Cu :e



Selected Values for the Average Cost Curv

ADM (Q) Average Cost

100 8791.29

500 754.97

1,000 749.15

5,000 734 72

10,000 721.92

20,000 693.23

30,000 687.75

40,000 677.33

45,000 674.94

47,000 674.38

49,000 674.05

50,000 673.97

51,000 -673.95

51,500 673.95

52,000 673.97

55,000 674.42

60,000 676.30

70,000 684.34

80,000 698.08

90,000 717.53

100,000 742.67

Plotting the values with average daily membership and
average cost as the axes, the information revealed an economies
of scale curve as shown in Figure 1.
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Oregon Study 1973-74
(20, p. 301)

Figure 1

800
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770

5000 10000 2000 30000 4000050000 60000 70000 80000 90000 100000

Average Daily Membership (ADM)

Figure 1. The fitted average cost for Oregon school districts.
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RESPONSES TO THE COUNCIL'S PRELIMINARY REPORT ON THE IACT OF
FLUCTUATING SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS

The survey in Appendix 1 was sent to all persons receiving a
copy of the Preliminary Report. Fifty-seven school districts re-
turned the survey. This is a summary of their responses. Note:
Some districts did not answer all parts of the survey.

RAMING OF PROBLEM STATEMENTS IN PRELIMINARY REPORT

'Co t Statements
1

Order of Priority
2 3 4 5

Personnel 37 16 3 0 0
Facilities 0 2 14 35 14
Transportation 0 4 10 23 18
Education Program 16 29 9 3 0
Organization/Governance 3 3 20 5 25

uallty Statements Order of Priority
2 3 4 5

Personnel 24 19 11 1 0

Facilities 2 4 22 17 12
Transportation 0 1 3 21 30
Education Program 25 29 1 1 0
Organization/Governance 4 5 18 17 12

'142
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II. RANKING OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS IN FRELIMINAEY REPORT

Alternative Solution
Definately ShOuld

Be Considered Lowest-1, iority

1. Administration and Unrequested Leave of Abaence 24 10
2. Superintendents' Proteetion Clause 22 12
3. Teacher Status in Consolidation 26 10
4. Shared Administrative SU:4f 32 9
5. Unrequested LeaVe of Absence 24 17
6. Regional Bargafning Units 24 17
7. Internal Management Alternatives 11 23
8. Management Inservice Training 19 17
9. SeVerance Pay 24 8

10. Early'Retirement 42 2
11. Teacher Productivity 23 16
12. Incentivee for Staff Retraining and Development 13 17
13. Teacher Corps 7 29

,14. Incentives for Cooperative Staffing - 34 8
15. Differentiated Staffing 22 18
16. Teeeher Mobility 20 17
17. Secondary Boarding School Concept 3 32
18. Certification Standards-Vocational 18 13
19. Certification Standards-COaches 18 10
20. Cooperative Purchasing 23 16
21. Incentives for Sharing Facilities 25 13
22. State Property Ownership/Management Agency 0 29
23. Certificate of Need 10 26
24. Obsolete and Excess Facilities 10 21
25. Shared Cost Formula for Construction and/or Renovat on 15 19 -

26. Modularatelocatable Units 6 24
27. Facilities Audit 11 27
28. Amended Transportation ForMula 23 9
29. Funding Transportation for Student Activity 37 3
30. Minimum Educational Standards-Curricular Programs 12 15
31. Standards for Student Activity Programs 13 24
32. Accountability System--Legislative Role 14 27
33. Accountability System--State Board of Educations' Role 11 22
34. Accountability System-Local School Boards' Role 23 12
35. Accountability System--Local School District Role 17 14
36. Management Monitoring System 4 24
37. Minnesota Educational Assessment Program 12 17
38. Class Size 9 25
39. Professional Staff/Pupil Ratio 10 21
40. Professional Staff per 1000 Student 5 19
41. Fiscal Incentives for Interdistrict Cooperation 17 12
42. Additional Powers to Cooperative Programs 13 18
43. State Board of Education Incentives 3 . 18
44. Alternative Interdistrict Cooperation Plans a 6
45. Fiscal Incentives for Consolidation 21 4
46. County School Districts_ 9 37
47. Interdistrict Cooperation'- Promotional Campaign 4 8
48. Cooperative Activity Support Systems 8 7
49. Annual Report on Cursent Educational Status 1 12
50. Budget Review Committees 2 25
51. Assessed Valuation 20 6
52. Declining Enrollment Factor 30 5
53. Fast Growth Districts 4 8
54. Fixed State/Local Support 8 10
55. Professional Training and Experience 16 13
56. Elementary Pupil Unit Weighting 15 10
57, Secondary Pupil Unit Weighting 15 10
58. Levy Limitation 24 7
59. Fixed Costs Exclusions 22 5
60. Funding for EducationalStandards 15 13

2 4 3
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III. SUGGESTIONS

. Develop an enrollment projection model which each individual
district could use.

Look at how communities with substantial Gross Earnings
property are adversely affected in Isola ed categories,
such as Capital Outlay.

An in-depth analysis of the kindergarten pupil unit weigh-
ting is crucial. Hopefully, this factor will be considered
under Alternative No. 56. Transportation should include a
factor for pupil density.

Have the Legislature follow the Constitution and discontinue
incentives to private-church related schools that encourage
parents to leave public schools.

. Less trivia and more substance from the State Depa
Education.

_

ment of

Eliminate tenure And seniority provisions for allcertificated

and noncertificated staff members. Develop a merit system for
total staff members. This would provide greater flexibility.

Provide clear economic incentives from the State for, school
district reorganization, e.g., have the State assume the
operating debt of a school district.

. Provide some matching money from the State to update, remodel,
and build facilities in a reorganized district.

. Remove teacher certification needs from administrators.

. Uniform "lobbying" and "PR" expenditures or no expenditures.

Local districts can solve the same problems at the local
level in different ways because of differences and desires
of the people served.

Do not like the "LIFO" program (Last in First Out), however,
I cannot suggest a better way so I will accept it until a
more workable suggestion is brought forth. The age of "50"
on up "in", the age of "30" on down "out", will have an
adverse effect, on our future educational prograMs. There
has to be a better solution, we must find it.

. The Council has done a good job in outlining the problem areas.

244
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"Financial incentive Plan." if local residents vote to increase
taxes to operate their districts in order to have more and better
programs, then the State would match dollar for dollar. Obviously
this has pros and cons but would encourage local interest and
attention.

Eliminate buses from different school districts traveling
the same roads, this would reduce transportation costs.
Reduce basketball games to one per week. Reduce volleyball
games to one per week. Require all athletic games below the
ninth grade tc be held only on an intramural basis.

Ask the Legislature to do two things: 1) to fund enough money
so they don't have prorate programs after districts have committed
themselves, 2) stop all this baloney started a few years back of
not paying what they owe and now say we will be on current funding:
1. Transportation, 2. Aid to handicapped, 3. Regular aids -
"Levander Shift" ...we would all not be pinching if these.things
hadn't occurred.

Local people know each other and vote for their Board of
Education. I'm convinced people have confidence in their
school boarda. I know it has to be a most efficient form
of government.

. Provide funding for special education cooperatives.

. Reconsideration of imposed mandates that hinder small district
operation to include flexibility.

Define a minimum program. If districts n't prov de it then
cut off aid and force consolidation.

Special state aid for growing school distri-_s who hi e sta
with 10 years of experience.

. If we haVe fewer students, we need fewer teachers. Even a
teacher or superintendent should not be guaranteed a life-long
job.

Inflation and taxes are the most pres _ng problems facing the
district:

State-wide bargaining.

2/3 retirement after 20 years service - retirees ineligible for
future governmental employment. :Full retirement after 30 years.

4-1 4.44 t_
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IV. GENERAL COMMENTS

. Total education costs will continue to rise even though
less students are served.

The Council is to be commended on holding hearings through-
out the State's geographic areas. Having attended the
St. Cloud session, I found the information presented to be
accurate and in tune with the problems of our district.
The testimony was useful in that a commonness of problems
surfaced. It was helpful to realize many of -he problems
were not unique or isolated situations.

I do not think school districts with high property valua-
tions should be'penalized by having state transportation,
secondary vocational and special education aids cut.

Problems of flexibility are related to labor organizations;
most suggestions are merely ways to treat this issue - why
not deal with "unionism" head on.

. Our student population_is so stable into the foreseeable
future, we really aren't all that concerned about fluct-
uating enrollments.

. Provide intensive training programs for school boards to
help them plan wisely during declining enrollment.

. Definition of minimum standards, coupled with stipends for
interdistrict cooperation, and certificate of need would
seem to be the most important immediate needs.

. My concern is that rules and regulations from state agencies
are eroding the control of the local boards, who have been
elected by and have the confidence of the people of the
district.

. The biggest single factor affecting the quality of education
in our school district is the bargaining process, and its
accompanying immature practices; plus the power struggle
that continues to see who is really going to manage the
school. Negotiations should be done by persons outside of
the local school district and on a regional basis,

The State shOuld write programs and establish laws for which
districts must yield. Let the State contribute certain amoun s
of dollars mandated with specific educational laws. Let each
district determine if they are willing to tax themselves to
obey the laws. Let the local citizenry determine if they are
willing to pay the price to keep their schools, if not, then
so be it, no, schools.

Job security is a burning issue. You will find continuing
resistance to any tampering with seniority concepts and
rightly so. Education is a world of work and this is how
the work world operates. Survival is just'as important to an
educator as it is to a brick-layer.
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I have been personally involved in consolidation and
cooperation. In reviewing results of both, I feel
cooperation is more beneficial to the students. Consol-
idation would have to be an ongoing process at best
and merely increases in district size increases "distance"
between school and residents.

Increase ate aids by 20%, increase the local levy by
15%.

The less State intervention, the quicker the problem will
be solved. Economics will force a solution.

The less State intervention, the quicker the problem will
be solved. Economics will force a solution.

Very good report - fight for strong regional _idea (with
emphasis on cooperation). I have given the notion of
interdistrict cooperation quite a bit of thought. At
this point in time I believe: 1) high school principals
are the biggest barrier to cooperation; 2) superintendents
and school boards are the next biggest barrier (but why
can't we develop a system of interdependence with strong
local influence); 3) the metro small college consortium
(St. Francis, St. Catherine, Augsburg, etc.) may be a
model for us; and, 4) let the cooperative plan evolve
from within the system (including business affairs).

. The growth of government, away from the people, is a threat
to America unparalleled in our history. This trend must be
revised.

. Reorganization of districts muS't be primary consideration.

. Excellent publication.

. This study is very good.

The biggest cost of maintenance is salaries. Don't fos-
ter job protection for any educational personnel at the
expense of education programs for boys and girls.
Schools operate for kids not staff.

I do not think the ECSU (Educational Cooperative Service
Unit) will help:declining enrollment problems.

Report appears to be comprehensive and well done.

. We are a peculiar, small district. Families move in and
ou_ all year. Yet, our enrollment is rather stable.

6' 4
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Appendix I

Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments

PRELIMINARY REPORT SURVEY

Rank the problem statements in order of priority.

Section IV A. Effects on Cost Section IV B. Effects on plualicy
Problem Statements Problem Statements

Personnel Personnel

Facilities

Transportation Transportation

Educational Prolram Educational Program

Organization/Governance Organization/Governance

List the 20 alternative solutions you feel should definately be con-
sidered further (these can be listed by nOmber).

List the 20 alternative solutions you feel should be given the
lowest priority for further consieration (again these may be listed
by number).

4. Please suggest other problems or solutions which you feel should be
considered by the Council.

5. Comments/suggestions/concerns:

2 4 8
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PERSONNEL, CLASS SIZE AND

FLUCTUATING SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS

Section B.



1

TEACHER MOBILITY FACTORS:
MINNESOTA, 1976

Pukpo4e and Pitoceduite4

Fluctuating school enrollments carry with them a corr-
esponding fluctuation in local demand for teachers. Adjust-
ment to fluctuation would be more effective if teachers were
mobile enough to shift among districts in easy response to
that fluctuating demand. This study was undertaken to
investigate the extent to which teachers might be mobile, to
determine inhibitors to mobility, and to assess the relative
importance of the factors which might influence teacher mo-
bility.

To conduct the study, a one-percent random sample was
drawn of all public school teachers in Minnesota. A questio-

aire (Appendix A) was sent to each of the 510 teachers in
the sample, with a cover letter from the Advisory Council on
Fluctuating School Enrollments, in early May, 1976. A total
of 380 replies were received by the end of the month. The

tabulation of those 380 replies constitute the findings of
this report.

Fiit ding4

Several related questions were asked in the questionnaire.
The responses are presented here in an order which is believed
to be most directly useful to the purposes of the study.

Incentive Factou

Some 17 factors were presented to the teachers, wjth the
following instructions:

"Suppose that your position were to be terminated in
June of 1977, suppose that there was no other educa-
tional position available to you in your present dis-
trict, and that you were considering whether to take
a job in some particular other district in Minnesota.
Rate the importance to your decision of each of the
following factors, using this five-point scale:
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It would not influence my decision at all. . . 1

It would have little importance to my decision . 2

It would be a significant factor in my decision. 3

It would be very important in my decision. . 4

It would be important enough to decide the
issue by itself 5

(If the subject of the factor does not apply to
you, use a zero. )"

Eleven of the factors were chosen to represent matters
that could not be influenced by public policy, and six were
chosen to represent those matters that could be subject to
influence by public policy through laws, regulation or con-
tract. They were presented as a mixed list, but are reported
here in separated tables, Tables 1 and 2.

Pubtix. Poticy

The six factors that are subject to public policy were
related as shown in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 About Here

Virtually none of the teachers considered any of these
factors to be inapplicable to them. Except for vacation and
sick leave benefits and number of working weeks, items that
are fairly uniform for teachers anywhere in the state, roughly
half of the respondents rated these factors as either very
important or important enough to decide the issue by itself.

Backgmund Factwo

The remaining 11 factors, those that are not subject to
influence by public policy, were rated as shown in Table 2.
These factors exist regardless of public laws, regulations,
or local -nntracts.

Insert Table About Here

Two of the factors, job and/or community responsibility
of spouse and the school that the respondents' children
would be able to attend, were rated inapplicable by a sig-
nificant proportion of the teachers. These two factors
also have a large proportion (44 percent to 40 percent)
of ratings as very important or determining.

Only two other factors exceed 40 percent in the WO
highest ratings, the neighborhood area in which the teacher
could live and the distance in travel time from the teacher's
present home. The latter factor is probably indicative of
a willingness to commute from the present home to an adjacent
district.

5
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TABLE 1

Ratings by the 380 Minnesota teachers of the importance they would

attach to six factors (factors subject to public policy) in con-

sidering a job in another district; tallied to the nearest percent.

Factor

Dollar amount of the salary

at which I would start

Place on the salary steps

compared to my present position

Ability to transfer my credits

in retirement plan

Vacation and sick-leave

benefits in the new contract

Number of work weeks in the

new contract

Whether any tenure rights are

transferred or granted

Percent Giving Each Ra ing

Not No Little

Applic. Influence Import.

Signif=

leant

Very Deciding

Import. by Itsell

0 2 6 37 40 15

0 3 10 36 37 14

1 7 15 27 33 17

0 7 36 41 23 2

0 10 20 37 19

1 6 10 37 34 12



,

TiBLE 2

Ratings by the Waal of the Ott8cC they would ettach10 11

background factors (factors not subject to pUblie policy) in con-

sidering a job in another district; tallied to the nearest percent.

Factor Not No

*lie. Influence

2 6

0
8

6 28

16 13

4
28

1 9

2 34

1 14

1

16

4 18

Percent Giving Each Rating

Little Si f-

import. itant

Very Deciding

Import. by Itself

35 11

28
22

16

16 28

5

28

24
9

28 4

31

17 2

The neighborhood area that

I could live in

The distance, in hours of travel

tite, frot where I live now

Prospects for my church attendante

and participation

Job and/or community responsibilities

of my apotse

My Own cou,(!unity responsibilities

My prospects for promotion

within the district

Nearness to relatives and friends

The person I would have as ty

supervisor

The co-workers 1 would have

The school my children would be

able to attend

Recreational opportunities,

14

15

23

15

39

24

30

20

22

. 5

26

31

26

24

13

21

34

,21

33

32

17

33



CompaAthon

Several factors are rated in a pattern that-warrants
remark in a later section of this report. A comparison of
the two types of incentive factors is in order here.

Few of the six public policy factors are rated as in-
applicable or of no influence; many of the background factors
were so rated. If the percents of 4 and 5 ratings (very -

important and important enough to decide the issue by itself)
given to the public policy factors are added together and
divided by six, the average percentage of high ratings is 41;
if the same averaging is done with the background factors, the
obtained percentage is 30. On the whole, the public policy
factors are rated higher than the background factors.

Inhibiting Few-tots

The same factors can be viewed as inhibitors to mobility
if presented in terms of the teachers' investments in their
present positions. The teachers were asked:

"Now consider your present position in the light of
the factors in the list in question 8 above. Which three
factors in that list do you value most in your present
position? Enter in these blanks the numbers between 27
and 44 from the parentheses that follow the three
factors most important to you in your present position."

The tally of responses t v this question is given in
Table 3. The table shows a percent of mention in each blank
on the questionnaire so that some sense of priority can be
preserved, as well as the totals for each factor.

Insert Table 3 About Here

The final colume in Table 3, the total percent of mention
for each factor, can be interpreted as "the percent of teachers
for whom this factor is among the three most important in
their present positions." The table represents inhibition to
mobility in the sence of the human capital that the teachers
have acquired as investments in their present districts.

It should be noted that, unlike the presentation of
incentive factors, the inhibiting factors were presented to
the respondants in such a way that each factor had to compete
with each of the other factors for attention. Further, some
of the statements are phrased more awkwardly for inhibitory
than for incentive interpretation (for example, the transfer
of tenure rights).

The factors mentioned among the three most important by
at least one-fourth of the teachers were: neighborhood to live

2 5 6
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Responses to the request to select the three factors (see
Tables 1 and 2) valued most in the teacher's present job;
by percent of teachers listing factor.

Factor
Listed
First

Listed
Second

Listed
Third

Total
Listing

Dollar amount of salary 21 10 10 41

Step on salary schedule 12 9 29

Retirement transfer 5 6 12

Vaca4ion, sick-leave 5 9

Number of weeks worked 0 6

Tenure rights 4 11 18

Neighborhood area 15 8 7 30

Travel time from where live 11 10 7 28

Church attendance, particip. 3 2 8

Job/responsibilities of spouse 13 9 4 26

Own community responsibilities 1 1

Opportunity for promotion 1 4 10

Nearness relatives/friends 2 4 9

Supe i or 6 8 19

Co-workers 8 9 9 26

School for own children 2 4 9 15

Recreational opportunities 1 3 7 11
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in, distance from present home, amount of salary, place on
salary schedule, job or responsibility of spouse, and co-
workers.

Region Acc.eptatca

L.,:rtain areas of Minnesota are experiencing declining
enrollment to a greater degree than are others. It would be
useful to know which of these areas are attractive to poten-
tially mobile teachers.

Accordingly, the teachers were asked:

"If everything else were equal, but you could no longer
have a position in your present school district, in
which regions of the state would you be willing to
work? Check all that you would accept, including your
present region if you wish."

The choices given, and the percent of teachers who checked
each one, are shown in Table 4. The choices were defined to
conform, as much as was poAsible in brief statements, to the
areas projected for differential fluctuation in school enroll-
ment (Advisory Council, 1976, p. 108).

Table 4 About Here

In general, the results indicate that teachers are more
willing to move to those areas of the state that are projected
for least decline in school enrollment.

Majo4 Attetnattivez

The major alternatives faced by a teacher whose job is
cut due to declining enrollment are to seek another educational
job under certain conditions or to leave the field of educa-
tion. Accordingly, the teachers were asked:

"If you could not have an educational position
in your present school district after June, 1977,
which of these things would you think you would be
most likely to do?"

Insert_Table 5_About Here

The question was not worded clearly enough as is indicated
by the 21 percent who checked more than one answer. Yet, the
remaining answers give a fairly clear cut pattern.

About one-fourth of the teachers wuuld leave the field
of education if they could not continue in their present
districts. It indicates some sort of breaking point in teacher
willingness or motivation to move. It also indicates that a
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TABLE 4

Distribution of respondents checking each option in response to
the question, ". .in which regions of the state, would you be
willing to work?. . ."

Region Percent Checking

Hennepin and Ramsey counties,.
including St. Paul-and Minneapolis

In coUnties surrounding-Hennepin
and Ramsey

Northeastern Minnesota, including
Duluth and arrowhead area

Southeastern Minnesota, not
including Rochester area

South central Minnesota, including
Rochester and Mankato areas

Southwestern Minnesota

Northwestern Minnesota

44

55

34

28

43

23

26

Central Minnesota, north of St. Paul 43

`2J 5 9
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TABLE 5

Responses to alternatives in hypothetical event that employment
could not be continued in the teacher's present district.

Alternative Percent Choosing

Try to get a job with an immediately
adjacent district

Look for an educat on job elsewhere
in Minnesota

Look for an educat on job outside of
Minnesota

Take a job outside of education, or
retire

More than one of above altrnatves
checket

17

4

26

21

"6 )
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full fourth of Minnesota teachers (not necessarily the ones
in areas of greatest decline ) would leave education if enrollment
decline required it in 1977.

A thirdrof the teachers would seek work in immediately
adjacent districts, providing an explanation for the finding
(Table 2) that distance from the present home is important
to teachers contemplating a move; they would commute from
their present home. This tendency to seek work nearby would
not solve the problem of a teacher surplus since enrollment
declines tend to be regional in nature.

The characteristics of the responding population are
important for descriptive purposes, of course, but sample
data like these do not add to what is more easily learned
about the total population of teachers. The characterist c
have greater value in interaction with other responses, as
will be discussed:An the next section.

Sex

As Table 6 indicates, 43 percent of the teachers are male
and 57 percent are female. This datum was determined from
the teacher's given name. It could not be determined at all
in one case. Error was probably negligible.

Insert Table 6 About Here

Levee

Table 7 indicates the level at-which the teacher is
employed. This was determined from the provided address list.
In nine cases (2.4 percent) no reliable indicator could be
found. There were some indicators of employment in special
education, but they were not deemed reliable and were not
tallied.

nser_ Table 7 About He e

The age distribution of the responding teachers is shown
in Table 8.

Insert Tab e 8 Abou_ He

Veva Teaching

The teachers were asked to report the number of years
that they had been in the teaching profession, as shown in
Table 9.

Insert Table 9 About Here

g
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TABLE 6

Sex of Respondents

Sex

Male

Female

Percent

43

57



TABLE 7

Grade level taught by respondents.

Level

Elementary

Middle School

Junior, Senior, or 4 year
High School

Area Vocational-Technical
Tnstitute

Percent

44

3

49

4

6 3
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TABLES

Ages of respondents.

Age Percent

20-24

25-29 26

30-34 18

35-39 10

40-44 12

45-49 10

50-54

55-59 6

60-64 4

:2 6
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TABLE 9

Distribution of respondents to the question, "As of July 1,
1976, how many years will you have taught, counting all
.professional education jobs7"

Number of Year Percent of Responses

0-4 21

5-9 30

10-14 18

15-19 14

20-24 8

25-29 7

30-34
Tcln
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Nearly half of the respondents had taught for 10 or
more years.

Yeau, fteaent DiAtAict

A teacher's investment in his or her present district
is probably influenced by the length of time employed by
that district, the datum reported in Table 10.

Insert Table 10 About Here

Reaceboand Ratio

As an index of the extent to which a teacher's career
had been invested in the prosent district, a ratio was cal-
culated between the data in Tables 9 and 10. The obtained
distribution of respondents in terms of that ratio is shown
in Table 11.

Insert Table 11 About Here

In in erpreting Table 11, it should be borne in mind that
21 percent of the respondents had taught for less than fiVe
years, and only 7 percent were in their first or second year
of teaching. The large number (38 percent) reporting a ratio
of 1.00, or entire teaching career spent in one district,
is therefore not an artifact of first-year teacher reports.
Altogether, 85 percent of the teachers had spent half or more
of their careers in their present districts, and 55 percent
had spent four-fifths or more in their present districts.

inteluactionA

With some 40 variables, many of them evidently interrelated,
a great many interactions could have been checked. For purposes
of the present study, only a few of apparently greatest interest
were cross-tabulated. Because so many data were categorical
and in order to use the same statistical test throughout,
the chi square test was used for the cross-tabulation. This
test has the additional advantage, on a computer print-out,
of displaying all of the-intersections between each category
of data. On the other hand, it is not a powerful test; it is
not likely to find trivial relationships. This feature is
useful when dealing with large samples such as that of this
study, where small but statistically significant findings
might not have practical significance.

The cross-tabulations are shown in Table 12. A signif-.
Jeanne figure of .05 ot less means that there are less than
five chances out of a hundred that the relationship is due
to sampling error. A figure of less than .01 means that the
odds are less than one out of a hundred that the relationship
is random error. The significant relationships are described
in the following table.

Insert Table 12 About Here
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TABLE 10

Distribution of responses to the question, "As of July 1 1976,
how many years will you have taught in your present dist ct?"

Umber of Years Percent of Responses

0-4

5-9

10-14

15-19

20-24

25-29

29

38

18

10

n. 5

2 6
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TABLE 11

Distribution of respondents with regard to a ra io obtained by
dividing number of years in present district by nuMber ef years
as a reacher.

Ratio ercent

.00-.09 1

.10-.19 0

.20-.29 5

.30-.39 5

.40-.49 6

.30-.59 10

.60-.69 9

.70-.79 11

.80-.89 11

.90-.99 6

1.00 38



TABLE 12

Resulst of cross-tabulating elected variables, given as significance
obtained by chi square test. See text for nature of significance
relationship.

Variables Compared Significance

Age vs. Major alternatives
Age vs. Salary factor
Age vs. Retirement plan fac or
Age vs. Spouse responsibility factor
Age vs. School/own children factor
Age vs. Community responsibility factor

.0000

.0015

.0000

.0430

.0011

.2358
Age vs. Present job factors: one .0061
Age vs. Present job factors: two .0005
Age vs. Present job factors: three .0352
Sex vs. Major alternatives .0029
Sex vs. Spouse responsibility factor .0000
Sex vs. School/own children factor .0000
Sex vs. Present job factor .0000
Sex vs. Present job factors: two .0269
Sex vs. Present job factors: three .0102
Years present district vs. Major alternatives .0090
Years present district vs. Present job factors: one .0000
Years present district vs. Present job factors: two .2935
Years present district vs. Present job factors: three .0000
Years present district vs. Salary factor .3929
Years present district vs. Retirement plan factor .0001
Years present district vs. Spouse responsibility factor .1050
Years present district vs. Promotion factor .1062
Placebound ratio vs. Level .6110
Placebound ratio vs. Major alternatives .0838
Placebound ratio vs. Salary factor .3478
Flacebound ratio vs. Travel time factor .4180
Placebound ratio vs. Retirement plan factor .0085
Placebound ratio vs. Tenure rights factor .882
Placebound ratio vs. Present job factors: one .0000
Placebound ratio vs. Present job factors: two .2303
Placebound ratio vs. Present job factors: three .0281
ajar alternatives vs. Travel time factor .0000
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Age

The age of the teacher might reasonably relate to a
number of other variables. The natures of the significant
relationships are accounted for by these facts: Most teachers
over age 50 would leave education if their districts were
to terminate their jobs; older teachers tend to give more
consideration to salary and to retirement plans; job and/or
community responsibility of spouse is least important to
teachers under age 30 or over age 50; school for their own
children is most important to teachers under age 50; and the
present job factors important to the older teachers are salary
amount and schedule step, while younger teachers are more
likely to value supervisors and co-workers. Among these
relatiOnships, age is related to a practically important extent
only with readiness to leave education and with the importance
attached to salary. Other relationships do not seem strong
enough to affect the concerns of this study.

Sex

The gender of the teachers also shows expectable relation-
ships to other data. Female teachers are more likely (42 percent
vs. 9 percent) to consider spouse's job and/or responsibility
as the deciding factor in changing districts. Similarly and
probably relatedly, females would more likely seek a job in
an immediately adjacent district. Females more often report
that school for their awn children is inapplicable to them.
Among factors on their present jobs, female teachers tend to
more greatly value the distance from their present homes and
their spouse's responsibilities. The relationship between
sex and spouse's job and/or community responsibilities is
persistent and of practical magnitude.

Yeats in Ptesent Distnict

The number of years in the teachers' present districts
represents their investments in local situations. Teachers
with greater local tenure would be more likely to leave educa-
tion if their positions terminated; this is linked, of course,
to the teacher's age, as is the higher rating by long-tenure
teachers of present job factors relating to salary and retire-
ment. Teachers who have worked longer in their present dis-
tricts are also more likely to give consideration to possible
transfer of retirement benefits if they were to change dis-
tricts. None of the relationships apfw.,ar to be strong enough
to have much practical utility.

nacebound Ratio

The proportion of each teacher's career which has been
spent in the present district is the plkebound ratio. It

is related significantly in the statistical sense with a few

" 7 0
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variables: very few 4 eachers who have spent all their
careers in one district would consider that transfer of their
retirement plans to bethe deciding factor in changing dis-
tricts; and teachers with low ratios value promotional oppor-
tunities, distance of job from present home, and co-worker
relationships appear to be strong enough for practical
utility.relevant to this study*

Majot AtteknatiVe4

A pattern of answers seemed to be emerging aa the data
were tallied. This impression was strengthened by notations
made on some questionnaires. To check whether the apparent
pattern was plausible, cross-tabulation was made between the
teachers' avowed plans in the event that their positions were
terminated and the consideration they would give to travel
distance from their present homes in changing districts. The
relationship which was found supports the evident pattern;
those who would first try to get a job in an immediately
adjacent district are those who place high value upon travel
time from their present homes. The pattern is epitomized as,
"If I lost this job, I would look for a job close enough
for me to commute, and keep this home if I could." This pattern
implies reduced inter-regional mobility.

ConctlaioaA and RecommendationA

The Context in which the findings of this survey should
be analyzed has at least these features, stated here as given
information or assumptions.

Minnesota consists of regional labor markets for teachers.
The regions, in substantial part due to school enrollment
fluctuations which are specific to each region, have different
capacities to support teaching positions. Each district is
also a sub-market.

The net, statewide trend i' for decline in enrolltent.

Teachers, by virtue of employment in a particular
district, acquire human capital investments that are specific
to that district and which (to the extent that they are specifi
tend to inhibit their taking jobs elsewhere. The extent to
which this is true was one subject of this survey.

Public policy,as embodied in laws, regulations, and local
contracts, can influence both the permeability of teacher
labor market boundaries and the portability of some forms
of teachers' human capital. Other influences on market
boundary and human capital portability are not subject to
public policy. The balance between what public policy can
and can-let do was another subject of this investigation.
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The findings suggest that, under the preoent state of
affairs, these events are likely:

Ma:_ive local decline in enrollient, and subsequent
massive local termination of teaching positions, will have
the effect of removing up to one-fifth of teachers from the
active profession. Those leaving teaching will be dis-
proportionately the older teachers if lay-off is massive enough
to overcome their seniority.

Less massive terminations will lead teachers to seek
work within commuting distance from their present homes.
Since enrollment decline tends to be a regional phenomenon,
this attempt is not likely to solve-the individual's or
society's problems.

These factors which can be influenced'by public policy
will be taken into account by teachers who must leave their
positions and either seek other teaching jobs or leave educa-
tion. Background factors may exert an even stronger influence.

To the extent that teachers are willing to go to other
intrastate regions for work, they are most attracted to
regions with least enrollment decline.

In the light of the information available, questions of
public policy which bear upon teacher mobility may be dis-
cussed.

Rearz

The evidence available from this survey indicates that
teachers put a good deal of emphasis upon salary amount, both
in considering a potential new district and in weighing the
virtues of their present positions. The related matter of
step on the salary schedule is likewise taken into account
when considering a move.

Therefore, if teacher mobility is desired, public policies
should be considered which preserve both dollar amount of
salary and position on the salary schedule when a teachet
moves to a new district. Possible public policy means for
doing this include:

.Seek a uniform salary schedule statewide, or one adjusted
for local cost of living, with mandatory transfer of standing.
A state subsidy to the affected local district would probably
be needed. Achieving statewide uniformity would be difficult
and might produce unfavorable side effects. Or,

' Through legislation, seek to provide a state subsidy to
a local district that enables the district to hire a teacher
from a region of decling enrollment with advanced salary standing.
Or,

$

Ar..4
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Seek out and remove "articifial" barriers to a free market
negotiation between a transferring teacher and a recliving
district. This action might take the form of a law or
regulation which forbids local collective contracts that set
an upper limit to the transferr-in of longevity credit. It

might take the form of a regulation forbidding a district to
set a policy of an upper limit. Further study would be:needed
to establish what articifial barriers do in fact exist, and

Viat action is required to remove them, bur the study would
not be large or difficult.

The third option above is recommended since it would
achieve the desired result with fewer changes,'or potential
undesirable side effects than are associated with the first
two options.

Rai 'Lenient Bene

In Minnesota, Minneapolis, St. Faul and Duluth are the
only school districts that do not participate in the Teacher

Retirement Association. Even there, recent years have seen
legislation that enables teachers moving between these three
,districts and the rest of the state to retain their retirement

:rights. The Ws classes of retirement plan are not fully
identical, and investments in the two are retained separately,
but the results of this survey seem to indicate thateither
teachers are unaware that the rules have changed, or they see
a disadvantage to having two retiremenL investments, or the
issue presents some other psychological problem to them.

It should be recalled that the retirement plan factor
is most important to older teachers, to those who have been
employed by their presem: districts for many years, and to

those who are most placcad. Its impact on teacher mobility

is therefore strongest upon experienced teachers who are also

most senior and are consequently least likely to suffer invol-

untary displacement due to declining enrollment. These facts
should be taken into account in deciding whether to change

public policy.

If it is desired to reduce the mobility inhibition caused

by retirement plans, these corses of action are possible:

Mount acampaign to inform teachers about their present
ability to retain retirement benefits. The Teacher Retirement
Association reports tha. t it has sent the information to all
teachers, but communication seems not to have been fully

effective.

Seek legislation that would bring all districts, including

the three large cities, into a single retirement plan. This

would require caution and perhaps a phase-in time to avoid

individual inequities.
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Both courses of action are recommended with greatest
urgency falling upon the first. The second is questionable
on a cost-benefit basis.

Tenate

At present in Minnesota, teachor tenure is only partially
transferrable to another district. When a teacher who has
completed two years of probation moves to a new district,
tenure is not granted until a year of probation is successfully
passed in the new district. In cities of the first class, MO
years of probation are required of a transferring-in teacher.

Most of the teachers in this survey reported that the
transfer or granting of tenure was an important consideration
in moving to another district. If it is desired to further
-reduce this barrier to mobility, at least these courses of
action are possible.

Seek a law that wollld re..iuire all districts to respect
the tenure acquired in another Minnesota district. This

would place a heavy demand upon the omniscience of the hiring
process, and would probably also require a liberalization of
districts' authority to discharge teachers for cause. Forces
against this course of action would almost certainly defeat
it.

Seek a law abolishing tenure. This is a straw man pro-
posal, of course, because it also would encounter massive
resistance.

Seek a law which would bring the cities of the first class
into conformity with other districts in regard to tenure. This

would encounter some resistance from those few districts,
probably.

On balance, none of these courses of action is recommended.
If the Council strongly wishes to address the issue, then option
number 3 would be recommended. If that is done, it be in
the form of supporting others who may bring this for. 1 as

a legislative proposal. It should be borne in mind that still
others may wish to bring a counter-proposal to regularize
the state of the model of the cities of the first class,
fqe,ing that one year is not enough to judge the suitability
of a teacher.

WoAk Week4, Vacation, and Sick Leave

The teachers gave relatively little consideration to
number of weeks worked or to vacation and sick leave benefit
These matters are apparently already uniform enough so as to
present no serious mobility problem. No action on these
factors is recommended.



Met Incentive's and Dncentive6

The factors in mobility which are not subject to public
policy, and which are referred to in this report as background
factors, are worthy of study for the sake of understanding
the teacher mobility process.

Inherently, the background factors do not lend themselves
to recommendations for action by the Council. On the other
hand, they must be taken into account in forecasting the
probable effectiveness of changing the public policy fact_

The opinion of the investigator is that the public policy
factors are important enough to warrant the Council's attention
to the extent recommended above, but that the public policy
factors account for a bit less than half of the present
inhibition on teacher mobility. No more exact statement is
possible on the basis of available data, partly because (other
unknown factors are almost certainly operative.

SummaAy o Recommendatinnz

In the arena
recommendations:

Seek out and
bargaining;

of public policy, this report leads to three

remove arrificial barriers to salary

Publicize present tirement plan provisions*

* Bring Minneapolis, St. Paul, and Duluth into the standard
retirement plan.

The third recommendation is not a strong one.

Background factors and teacher characteristics, however,
will continue to limit the impact of any public policy change.
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APPENDIX A

Questionnaire Used in Survey of
Teacher Mobility Factors



8. Suppose that your position were to _ be terminated in June of 1977! suppose that
there was no other educational position available to you in your pre3ent district,

and that you were considering whether to take a job in some partic-lar other district

in Minnesota. Rate the importance to your decision of each of the following factors,

using this five-point scale:

It would not influence my decision at all 1

it would 1-F_ve little importance to my decision . 2

it would be a significant factor in my decision . 3

It would be very important in my decision 4

It would be important enough to decide the issue by itself 5

(If the subject of the factor does not apply to you, use a zero)

Write the rating number (1,2,3,4 or 5) in the blank after each factor in this list.

The neighborhood area that I could live in , (27)

The dollar amount of the salary at which I would start (28)

The distance, in hours of travel time, from where I live now (29)

Prospects for my church attendance and participation (30)

Place on the salary sts compared to my present pos ion . (31)

Ability to transfer my credits in retirement plan (32)

Job and/or community responsibilities of my spouse (34)

My own community lponsibilities (35)

Vacation and sick-leave benefits in the new contract (36)

Number of work weeks in the new contract (37)

Whether any tenure rights are transferrable or granted (38)

My prospects for promotion within the new d strict . (39)

NearmIss to relatives and friends (40)

The peron I would have as my supervisor (41)

The co-workers I would have .
(42)

The school my children would be able to attend . (43)

Recreational opportunities (44)

9. Now consider your present position in the light of the factors in the list in

question 8 above. Which three factors in that list do you value most in your present

position? Enter in these blanks the numbers between 27 and 44 from the parenteses
that follow the three factors most important to you in your present position:

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION IN THIS INQUIRY.
SURVEY RESULTS WILL BE REPORTED TO THE MINNESOTA STATE

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON FLUCTUATINC SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS
,roR POLICY ANALYSIS AND RCOMMENDATIONS.

c)
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2.

TEACHER CONTRACTS AND UNREQUESTED LEAVE:
THE LAW AND ITS IMPLEMENTATION DURING A
PERIOD OF DECLINING ENROLLMENTS AND
CONSOLIDATION

NTROVUCTION

In 1974,Minnesota_Statute 125.12, Subd. 6a, Negotiated
Umeque4ted Leave o6 AbSence and Subd. 6b, Umequested Leave
o Ab4enze, were enacted to govern the process of school
district staff reduction occasioned by declining enrollments
and school district consolidation. It will be the threefold

purpose of this paper to:

(1) Analyze the unrequested leave of absence statutes
(2) Contrast Minnesota Statute 125.72, Subd. 6a,

Neg0Uated UnAeque4ted Leave 06 Ab4enee, and
Subd. 6b, Umequested Leave 06 Ab4ence, with
Minnesota Statute 179.61=76, Palleic Emptoyee Labot
Retation4 Act o6 1971, noting areas of seeming con-
flict; and,

(3) Describe current procedures for implementing the
unrequested leave of absence statute in Minnesota.

The conclusion of the paper will suggest model legislation

to replace 125.12, Subd. 6b, Umeque4ted Leave 06 Ab4enee, and
will indicate other areas in which the legislation needs to

be moreluily developed.

ANALYSIS OF THE MINNESOTA STATUTE 125.12 SUBV. 6a,
Negotiated Umequested Leave o6 Abisenee

ANV SUM). 6b, Umeque6ted Leave o6 Ailsence*

This section will address the impact of school district
consolidation on teacher contracts, particularly the contracts
of teachers who have achieved continuing contract status as
defined by the Minnesota Statutes, 1974, 125.12, Subd. 3,

Pnobationaty Petiod and Subd. 4, Tetmination 06 Con4A4t
A6te4 Ptobationam Petiod.

It is well established that continuing contracts held by

teachers cannot be disallowed in the event of school district

*See Appendix 1 for a review of this law.
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consolidation, reorganization, or attachment The M nnesota

Statutes, 1974, 122.45, PatAibation and Divi4ion a6 A4.set4 and
Liabaities; TaXation, Subd. 1 states as follows:

Title to all property, real-and personel, of any
district dissolved under the provisions of Section
122.41 to 122.52 and of any unorganized territory,
and all legally valid and enforceable claims and
contract obligations, pass to the district to which
such dissolved district or unorganized territory
is attached.

By definition i Section 125.12, Subd. 4, Tetmination o

Conttact A6tet Pu tionaty Petiod, a teacher's continuing
contract would cm Atute an enforceable claim and contract
obligation.

A teacher who has completed his probationary period
in any school district, and who has not been discharged

or advised of refusal to renew his contract pursuant
to Subd. 3, shall have a continuing contract with
such district. Thereafter, the teachers's contract
shall remain in full force and effect, except as
modified by mutual consent of the board and the
teacher, until terminated by a majority roll call
vote of the board upon one of the grounds specified

in Subd. 6 or 6a or 6b . . . or by the written resig-

nation of the teacher .

However, though continuing contracts do pass to the newly

created districts, ground are given in the Statutes for the

termination of such contracts in the event of consolidation in

122.46, Subd. 2.

ltinuing contract teachers on the staffs of partici-
pating districts shall be retained on the staff of

the consolidated districts in positions for which
they are qualified under state law and existing
board standards to the extent that such positions

shall exist.

This provision remained unchanged and in force in spite

of the fact that the 1974 Minposota Legislature passed

Minnesoa Statutes 125.12, Subd. 6a, Negotiated Untequested

Leave o b6eace, Subd. 6b, Uatequested Leave oi Abhence,

[4ee Appendix 1]. The intent of the Legislature in passing
this measure was to answer the concerns of teachers whoso

districts were contemplating consolidation and/or staff reduc-

tion in the face of declining enrollments and to provide

standardized procedures to districts faced with necessary

staff r'eduction.
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The two subdivisions contradict previous legislation with
respect to the termination of continuing teachers' contracts
in the event of consolidation. The Minnesota Statutes, 122.46,
066iceA4 and Teachem, TAan&itional Puvaion4, Subd. 2, the
school board is given the right to determine which continuing
contracts will be retained and which will be terminated
according to its definition of position. In Minnesota Statutes,
125.12, Subd. 6a, Negotiated Un4equated Leave oi Ab4ence, and
Subd. 6b, Untequated Leave oi A4ence, the board has been
granted little discretion. In these subdivisions staff re-
duction must take place in accordance with an unrequested
leave of absence plan negotiated by the school board and the
exclusive bargaining represenative for the teachers, or in
accordance with the state plan outlined-in Subd. 6b. Moreover,
in those statutes, the teacher's continuing contract is not
terminated; instead, the teacher is placed on unrequested
leave of absence.

Minnesota Statutes 645.26, Subd. 4, Tetmination cl5 Conttact
kitet Ptobationaky PeA provides that, in the case of a
contradiction, the most recent law prevails. Hence, Minnesota
Statutes 125.12, Subd. 6a and Subd.6b, takes_precedence over
Minnesota Statutes 122.46, 066iteA4 and TeacheA4, Man4i.tionaZ
Ptovi,sanis, Subd. 2. However, Minnesota Statutes 125.12 is

not definitive. It has remained the responsibility of the
courts to clarify the limits of school board powers with
respect to the termination of continuing contracts for reasons
of discontinuance of position, declining enrollments, andother
causes outlined in Minnesota Statutes 125.12, Subd. 6, GirOUAA6

6ot Tetm&otaon.

Court cases which have addressed the issue of terminating
teacher contracts can be divided into five areas:

Continuing contract status as defined by the Minnesota
Supreme Court;
Cause for termination of a continuing cont-act or
placement on unrequested leave of absence;

(3) Legal procedures for termination of continuing con-
tracts or placement on unrequested leave of absence;

(4) Status of probationary or non-tenured teachers; and
(5) Scope of judfcial review following school district

proceedings.

1The decisions reviewed are all Minnesota Supreme Court
decisions unless otherwise noted. Also, the word "tenure"
as used in this paper is synonymous with the term "continuing
contract" used in Minnesota Statutes 125.12, Emptoyment;
ContAacts Tvumbuttic;t.
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Continuing Contract Status as Defined by OA
Minnesota Supreme Court

Tenure is often referred to as a
teachers who have successfully completed
of years of service in a school district5
refer to "continuing contract rights," it
right. School boards have the power to
accordance with district needs. They can
teachers for cause. In FAZ-Oz, a at. v.
0 the aty 06 Duath, 75 N.W. 2d at 514
was stated as follows:

cqui ed by

ifielcitrbset:l t

absolute
schools in

06 caucation
6)

[the tenste taW] did not. . .impair CN. d&crecionary
power with which school boards and 11i authorities
are vested in order to make the best 1.,°,ticir0 °f
teachers consonant with the public gooq 4,411" such
powers are exercised within the boundae4 02 th,2
act. The act does not in any sense pAVe the effect
of transferring from the school boatP to the
teachers either the management, sup(If"v1,5)-%, or
control of our school system, as it 1-1- 41\76,]2ed,

since such powers have been vested j1i 410 etiool

boards by other statutes for general 01)0iva and
management

es

Because ,;ontinuing contract status w dted by the
Legislature, it can also be limited by tho 1,0(1, ag in the
case of school district reorganizaiton. fo ig?p, tbe Minnesota
Association of Public Schools, composed of klf,lte school board
members and teachers' organizations, cha1loy4 the Minnesota
Statute, Chapter 833, 1967, which required the qissolution of
all school districts not maintaining both Ce111tary and secondary

impaired the teachers' continuing contrac 0(s. The Court
02tituschools, on the grounds that Chapter 833 e tionally

reasoned to the contrary.

Since the Legislature has the sole 10 -01,ti_ort to
.dissolve or modify a school district, th0 Act that
such modifications or disolution neee0NiCaes the
termination of a teacher's contract dO moke
c. 833 an unreasonable means to the Ott "eh j,s
sought bo be accomplished. This eourc hOs_ recoSnized
that although the teacher tenure law Tk th di,rect

effect of rewarding qualified teacher0 0,t11 job
security and minimizing the role that 4141,1e or
political or partisan feelings might f4V,jn
hiring and dismissing of teachers . Oka, tepare

law was enacted primarily for the berlat qnd odvantage
of the public school system and the_svkte giouota
A440CiaaOn oti Puhtic Schoots, et al. 1), KQ4,1n

Hanzon, County Auditot o6 Otten. Taa CocA, a
Vuane Matthea, Commi46ionet o6 Edacctttoy 1iiOtct,
178 N.W. 2d at 852 and 85 (1970).
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Hence, continuing contract status is a limited right
held by teachers, subject to regulation by the Legislature and
the Courts. Possession of a continuing contract does, however,
create a form of property right which, in accordance with the
Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution, cannot
be taken from the tenured teacher without due process of law.

Cause of the Termination of a Continuing Contract or Placement
on Unrequested Leave of Absence

Termination of a Continuing Contract The legal causes
for termination of a continuing contract are outlined in
Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 6, GAound6 1404 TeAminatiOn,
as:

(a) Inefficien
(b) Neglect of duty, or persistent violation of school

laws, ruls, regulations, or directives;
(c) Conduct ui-,ecoming a teacher which materially impaire

his educational effectiveness;
(d) Other good and sufficient grounds rendering the

teacher unfit to perform his duties.

Minnesota Statutes, 125.12, Subd. 8, Immediate DiochaAge,
outlines the grounds for immediate discharge of a teacher:

(a) Serious acts of insubordination;
(b) Neglect of duty; and
(c) inability to continue assigned duties.

Unrequested Leave of Absence. Placement on unrequested
leave 6f -absence may occur in the event of discontinuance of
position, lack of pupils, financial limitations, or merger
of classes caused by consolidation of districts. A continuing
contract teacher is placed on unrequested leave and is entitled to
reinstatement should a position occur in the district for which
the teacher is qualified and to which he or she is entitled by
reason of seniority. No fault is assigned to the teacher for
loss of position.

Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 6a and 6b relating to
unrequested leaves, is unclear in at least five respects,
however:

(1) The term "po ition" is not defined.
(2) There exists no standard teacher/pupil ratio by which

to determine lack of pupils.
(3) The phrase, "financial limitation" is not defined.
(A) The procedure fon granting unrequested leaves of

absence in the event of school district consolidation
is not clearly spelled out.

(5) The legality of the affirmative o'ztion clause has not
been established.
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In Gin9 v. 8oaltd o6 Education a the city oi DuZuth,
Bunting v. Saele (7 N.W. 2d, 544, 1974), the court suggested that
"position" be defined as "relative place, situation, or standing,
specifically, . . official rank or status." The court rejected
definitions of position that were so narrowly defined as "tere,ler
within a particular room, building, or division," or so broace.
defined as "teacher of said school district." Nor could the
board, in considering the position of elementary teachers, merely
define position as that of an "elementary teacher:"

When a teacher has been assigned to the teaching ef primary
grades for a period sufficient to establish tenure rights, she
should have priority over teachers from the intermediate or
grammar grades notwithstanding the tenure rights of each are
the same. Ging, supra, 7 N.W. 2d at 563.

The definition of "position" sepplied in the Ging case
was undisturbed for thlrty-two years until challenged by
Foe4ch v. V16tnict No. 646, 223 N. W. 2d 371 (1974). Foesch
was a secoqd grade teacher whose continuing contract had been
terminated4 due to decrease in studeet enrollment in the dis-
trict. Both parties to the case questioned the Ging definition
of "position" as Foeseh maintained that her position was that of
second grade teacher while the school board believed that her
position was that of "elementary teacher," as stipulated in her
contract, and asked that the division of elementary grades into
primary, intermediate, and grammer divisions, as outlined in
Ging, be overruled. The court was reluctant to overrule the
Ging decision:

[to ovettuie]. . is difficult for several reasons.
Fi?:st, we note that-Ging was decided on the basis of
an extensive record whieh presumably contained factual
support for the classifications of "positions"
that were established therein. Secondly, Ging was
decided some 32 years ago. Since then the Legislature
had modified the statutes relevant to tenure on
numerous occasions. Yet the statutory language
relating to position has remained intact. Fouch,
supra, 223 N.W. 2d at 375.

In spite of its own reluctance to overrule Gtng, the court
did overrule that portion of the decision which classified
teachers as primary, intermediate, and grammar, in light of
the fact that such a division was no longer relevant to current
practice. It then returned the decision as to wheeherjoesch
was a "second grade teacher" or an "elementary teacher" to the
district.

2
In accordance with ea lier statut,s, whirh did not

provide for unrequested leave of absence.

8 3
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Absent legislative clarification, we feel that the
administrative tribunal is the proper forum to tae
testimony relative to what constitutes a teacher's
"position" in light of today's practice. Such
testimony should include that of expert witnesses
on the specialized training and classification of
teachers as such training and classification might
have a bearing on what grades of students and types
of subjects a tenured teacher might_be qualifed
to teach, particularly as to the Appellant ard L r

replacement. Foe4ch, supra, 223 N.y. 2d 375.

Hence, to date, the definition of "position," as outlined
in the Ging case is somewhat shaken, particularly in reference
to elementary teachers, until such time as the Legislature or
the courts make further clarifloltions, although "position"
probably cannot be broadly defined as a "teacher in Cle
district." Lack of clear guidelines, could cause problems
for districts which wish to reduce the overall number of their
teaching positions. Even if teachers' contracts are terminated
in inverse order to that in which they were hired within fields
of certification, the definition of what constitutes a position
will be crucial, for it will determine the manner in which
the seniority lines are drawn.

A second uncertainty relates to "lack of pupils" la a
cause for teacher dismissal. The state does not require any
particular teacher/pupil ratio, and there exists no standard
by which to determine the validity of argument.

The exact meaning of the phrase, "financial limitation
is unclear as well. It should be assumed that in the event
board considers discontinuing positions on such grounds, it
must be able to withstand careful examination of its financial
decisions and allocative priorities. Questions could easily
arise as to the extent of the financial limitations and whether
they justify board action with respect to continuing contracts.
Could A district, for instance, discontinue positions on financial
grounds and maintain special or extra curricular programs?

be

A fourth area 9f uncertainty lies in the provisi that
"In the case of merger of classes caused ,by consolidat-1 of
districts . . ., the order in which teachera- who have a/4qtl1red.
continuing contract rights shall be placed on unrequested leave
of absence . phall be negptiabje (emphasis added)." The
provision does not make clear who negotiates; how a bargaining
representative will_ be chosen; what becomes of previously
negotiated individual district plans; or whether or w.:t admin-
istrators are included in the plan.

Finally, questions are eXpected LO occur regarding the
affirmative action section of the-act found in clause (c),
Subd. 6b, Untequated Leave o6 Ailoence, especially in light of
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court cases outside the field of education which have focused
on the conflict between seniority interests and federal affirm-
ative action requirements in the event of a layoff. The con-
flict created by contradictory seniority and affirmative action
contract provisions may eventually have to be resolved by the
United States Supreme Court.

Legal Procedures for Termination of Continuing Contracts or
Placement on Unrequested Leave of Absence

According to Minnesota Statutes, 125.12, EmgOyment;
Conttact4, Tetmination4, a continuing contract teacher is
permitted due notice and a hearing if the teacher is to be
terminated or placed on unrequested leave of absence. Pre-
sumably, this would also apply when the grounds are "merger
of classes caused by consolidation of districts." The hearing
procedures are outlined in Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 9,
Heatthg Ptoceduae4, and Subd. 10, DeciliOn [see Appendix 1].

Whenever school boards hava failed to follow the notice,
hearing, and decision procedures outlined in the statutes, the
courts have supported teacher claims. In ZetZet v. PAialt

Lake Pubtic Schcas, 108 N.W. 2d 302 (1961), a board notificd
a teacherthat her contract would be terminate: at the close of

the school year and also advised her that a request to hearing
would be of little use as the board was firm'in its decision.
The teacher requested that the matter be "reconsidered" in a
letter to the superintendent. The Court ruled that the letter
constituted a request for a hearing and ordered the school boa d
to provide her with one.

In the F,E4Let case, a teacher was given less than twenty-
four hours notice as to when her termination hearing would
occur. The Court ruled that a hearing must be a "meaningful
process," and that teacher and counsel must be given time to
pre?are adequately. The board was ordered to reinstate_the
teacher, on tenure. FLihet v. Tndependmt Schoot aWAict No.
118, 215 N.W. 2d 65 (1975).

Minnesota Statutes 125.12, Subd. 10, Deci,sion, requi -s that
board decisions be based on findings of fact. In Mouy v. Boatd

Vi4tAict No. 492, 128 N.W. 2d 302 (1964), the Court argued:

In a case such as the present one, where a school
board, acting in a quasi-judicial capacity, might

resolution on any or all of severalhave based its
grounds, Ly. of fact are vital to prevent

substitutA3f reviewing court's judgment for

that of t oard. Motey, supra, 128 N.W.

2d at 3T
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Despi-:e its qui-jud cial status, thy. board does not have
to adhere strictly to court procedures in :he conduct of a
hearing. in State a ex 'Let, Hotton v. School. D.bstAi

No. 84, 22 N.W. 2d 277 (1974), a school 4.incipal, during a
school board hearing on the pending termination of his con-
tinuing contract, refused to take the stand on the grounds that
he could r_it be compelled to testify against himself and that
the board was ,quired to present its case before he presented
his case [Sec Appen:-.ix 1: 'innesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 9,
Heating PAocedute]. At that point, the board terminated the
hearing and decided against the principal. The principal
appealed. The Minnesota Supreme Court, after reviewing the
evidence which the school board had presented in support of its
decision to terminate Holton's contract, found that there was
sufficient evidence for his discharge:3

We are of the opinion that Holton was afforded an
adequate hearing and that his refusal to submit to
adverse examination justified the board's action in
concluding the proceedings. . .we do not hold school
boards in termination hearings to the same strict rules
we require of trial courts. . .Although the fairness of
a hearing before a tribunal which may have already
decided the outcome is at first blush questionable,
the object of such proceedings under Section 125.12 is
not so much to reach a wholly impartial decision as
it is to ventilate the grounds for terminating the
contract and create a record for judicial review.
Hatton, Jupra, 22 N.W. 2d at 282.

Where a school board attempts to evade the continuing
contract law completely by hiring a teacher as a "substitute"
for a period of years, the Court will fend for the teacher.
In Petty v. Schoot Di4tAict No. 696, 210 N.W. 2C283 (1973),
the school board in question had a policy not to hire married
women teachers except as substitutes when no male or single
female teacher could be found instead. Subsequently, Perry, a
certified, married, elementary teacher, was hired for three
consecutive years as a "long-term substitute." No question
arose as to the adequacy of her performance. Nevertheless, her
contract was not renewed at the close of the third year. The
court ruled that the school board had utilized its policy solely
to avoid giving tenure to married women in circumvention of

3This is an unusual decision for two reasons. Not only was
the board allowed to deviate from clearly exi.J7essed Statutory
procedure without being ordered to grant a new hearing to the
Appellant, but the Court also involved itself in the specifics
of the case, which, as shall be demonstrated in a following
section, is an involvement which the Court has often spoken
directly against.
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Minnesota Statutes 125.12, EMpagment; ContAact4, TetminatUnA;
that Ferry had not been offered a choice between a substitute
or regular contract; and that Perry must therefore be offered
a continuing contract. The Court declined to rule on the
FOurteanth Amendment aspects of the board's poliCy toward
Married women teachers, an issue rais,:d by the plaintiff.

Another case involving a substitute teacher has implica-
tions for the nontenured teacher as well. Malugt v. &hoot
DiAtAiat No. 695, 217 N.W. 2d 212 (1974) involved a young man
who had been hired by a school board to replace a teacher who
entered military service. Under'the provisions of 192.261,
Subd. 2, a public employee who enteredmilitary service notified
the school board that he intended to return to his former
position upon his impending discharge. The board terminated
Marolt's contract on the grounds that his position had been
discontinued. Marolt challenged the board's decision on the
grounds that he had acqUired continuing contract rights. The
Court agreed that he had acquired such rights, even though he
had been hired on the understanding that he was only replacing
the teacher in the military service. Furthermore, the Court
noted that nontenured teachers had been retained on the staff in
positions which Marolt was qualified to hold when his position
was discontinued. The Court concluded:

This question has not been decided by the court. .

125.12 is intended primarily to protect a teacher
who has entered upon continued contractual service. .

Therefore, we hold that respondent school board, upon
concluding that there was a justifiable need for the
discontinuance of an English teacher position, could
not terminate a tenure teacher and retain a nontenure
teacher to fill a position for which the tenure
teacher was qualified. Natikt, supra, 217 N.W. 2d
at 216.

The case was returned to the school board to determine
which of the nontenured English teachers would be dismissed
in place of Marolt. In summary tenure, or continuing contract
status, is the guarantee of certain statutory procedures prior
to changing the status of the contract.

Status of Probationary and Nontenured Teachers.
Minnesota Statutes 125.12, Subd. 6b, Unkelluatia-MaVe 06'
Ab4ence, provides that the probationary teacher will be the
first to be granted unrequested leave of absence, except
when such action would place the district in violation of
affirmative action guidelines; and that the probationary
teacher will be reinstated only after all continuing con-
tract teachers on unrequested leave have returned to
positions for which they are qualified.
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Minnesota Statutes 125.12, Subd. 3, Pubationaty Petiod,
entitles the probationary teacher to written notice of contract
nonrenewal prior to April 1 and, upon request by the teacher, a
written statement of the school board's reasons for dismissal
within ten days, including a statement that the teacher had
been furnished with appropriate supervision. The law does not
require that the school board conduct a hearing.

In a subsequent case, the Court ruled that a contract
nonrenewal is valid even though the letter which states the
reasons for nonrenewal has not been approved at a regular
meeting of the school board. Shat v. Diztaiet No, 811,
223 N.W. 2d 744 (1974).

The Court also has upheld the right of school boards to
terminate the contracts of probationary teachers without a
hearing. In Pealt60n v. Schoot DiztAict No. 716, 188 N.W. 2d
776 (1971), the Court stated:

.A proper distinction between the two classes of
teachers is made in granting a hearing to a tenured
teacher whose contract is terminated by a school
board and denying a hearing to a probationary teacher
whose contract is not renewed. Fzemhon, supra, 188
N.W. 2d at 779.

The United States Supreme Court has specified one con-
dition under which a probationary teacher must be granted a
hearing--when the teacher can demonstrate that he or she has
been deprived of liberty or property protected by thd Fourteenth
Amendment. In BoaAd o6 Regent4 o State Coteega v. Roth,
92 S. Ct. 2701 (1972), the Court remarked:

Where a person's good name, reputation, honor
or integrity is at stake because of what the govern-
ment is doing to him notice and an opportunity to he
heard is essential. Roth, supra, 92 S. Ct. at 2709.

In light of the Roth case, school boards would be advised
to include only professional considerations in its written
reasons for contract nonrenewal, and to avoid charges which
might be-construed as damaging the teacher's good name, repu-
tation, honor, or integrity.

Sco e_ of Judicial Review. Minnesota Statutes, 125.12,
Subd. 11, 14 'cat Review, provides for a judicial review
of school board proceedings relative to termination of
teacher contracts or placement of teachers on unrequested

leave of absence. The courts have-limited the scope of
their review to three areas: (1) jurisdiction of the
board; (2) regularity of its proceedings; and, (3) the
merits of the controversy.
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In the Ging case, mentioned earlier, the Court described

i "limited jurisdiction," which is:

.necessarily confined to questions affecting the
jurisdiction of the board, the regularity of its pro-
ceedings, and, as to the merits of the controversy,
whether the order or determination in a particular
case was arbitrary, oppressive, unreasonable, fraudu-
lent, under an erroneous theory of law, or without any
evidence to support it. A court cannot put itself in
the place of the board and try the matter de_ novo, and
substitute its findings for those of the board. Ging,

supra, 7 N.W. 2d at 556.

Judicial review of administrative procedures is especially
significant since administrative bodies "serve in the triple
capacity of complainant, prosecutor, and judge." Hence, the
Court continued in Ging,

This anomaly in procedure makes it vitally necessary
that in reviewing administrative decisions, courts
zealously examine the record with a view to pro-
tecting the fundamental rights of the parties, least
the rule against arbitrariness and opressiveness
become a mere shibboleth. . .Ging, supra, 7 N.W.

2d at 553.

Despite its powers of,review the Courts have refrained
from substituting its findings for those of the board, or from

trying a matter de novo.

In the Peartoon decision, the Court reasoned:

We must also be controlled by well-established
authority which recognizes that it is the duty of the
courts, regardless of personal views or individual
philosophies, to uphold regulations adopted by admin-
istrative authorities unless those regulations are
clearly arbitrary or unreasonable. Any other approach
would result in cortfusion detrimental to the manage-
ment, progress, and efficient operation of our public
school system. . .This court cannot substitute its
judgment for that of the school board. . .As amicus
curiae points out, to do so would divest the school
board of the aurhority which was granted to it by
the legislature and make the court an additional
member of every local school board in the state.
PeaMon, supra, 188 N.W. 2d at 779.

SimprIEEK. Based on the material presented, the following
summary is in order:

8
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Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 6a, Negotiated UnAequeSted
Leave ai AbAence, and Subd. 6b, Untequezted Leave o4 Atmence,
passed in 1974, will prevail as the standard for staff reduction
in the event of declining enrollments and school zlistrict
consolidations, in spite of the fact that other sections of
the statutes are in conflict with the new law.

Continuing contract status is a condition created by the
Legislature and may be modified as necessary. The modification
of the continuing contract law, or of e:hool district boundaries,
will not result in an unconstitutional impairment of contracts.

Causes for termination of continuing contracts or for
placing teachers on unrequested leave of absence are outlined in
the Minnesota Statutes 125.12, Emptoyment; Cott:Placa, Tetmota-
tionA, but certain terms in the law remain imperfectly defined
by either the legislature or the courts.

The order in which teachers are to be placed on unrequested
leave of absence in the event of consolidation of school districts
is negotiable, and need not be governed by seniority, as is the
case in other staff reduction situations.

Procedures which must be followed when terminating a
continuing contract, or when placing a teacher on unrequested
leave of absence, are well defined in Minnesota Statute 125.12,
Empeopent; Contuct4, Tamination. The courts will not tolerate
variance from these procedures on the part of school boards.

School boards are not, however, expected to adhere to the
strict protocols of criminal or civil procedings. A spirt of
fairness is required.

The Minnesota Supreme Court has decided that a tenured
teacher's contract may not be terminated while a probationary
teacher remains in a position to which the tenured teacher is

entitled.

Probationary teachers are entitled to a staement of reasons
for which their contract was not renewed. They are not entitled

to a hearing.

The guarantee of the hearing is the clear line of demarca-
tion on distinguishing the continuing contract teacher from the
probationary teacher.

The Court is reluctant to substitute its judgment from
that of the school board. In accordance with the statutory
division of powers, it will examine administrative procedures
and will render opinion as to whether the school board's .

decision was arbitrary, oppressive, unreasonable, fraudulent,
erroneous, without evidence, or outside its legal jurisdiction;

it will not, however, conduct a rehearing. If the court dis-

covers any irregularities, it will generally return the case

to the school board for further consideration.
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CONTRAST BETWEEN MINNESOTA STATUTE 125. 2 SUI3V. 6a,
Negotiated UP.AequeSted Leave o6 Ab4ence,

AND SUBD. 6b, Untequested Leave og Ab4ence,
AND MINNESOTA STATUTE 179.61, The Public
EmgoyMent What Relations Act 06 1971

Introduction

Like all organizations representing public employees in the
state of Minnesota, teacher organizations are subject to the
regulations outlined in Minnesota Statutas 179.61 to 179.76,
The Pubt2a Empeoyment Labox Relation4 Act 06 1971 [4ee Appendix
2]. Teacher organizations are also subject to the 1974 Minneso a
Statute 125.12, Subd. 5a, Negotiated Unteveagd LeaVe 06
Abzenee, and Subd. 6b, Unteque4ted Leave 06 Afmence, described
previously. This section of the paper will summarize key pro-
visions in the PuiLeic Employment Labot RetationA Aat 06 1971
noting areas of conflict with the provision for unrequested
leaves of absence in Minnesota Statutes 125.12 as well as
methods by which those conflicts could be resolved.

_ummary of Public Employment Labor Relations Act

The Pubtic Employment Labot Reeation4 Aat 06 1971 contains
tbe following provisions relative to education:

Teachers, principals and assistant principals, and
confidential employees are distinguished as separate groups.

4 The means of selecting an exclusive representative for all
teachers in a district are outlined.

The scope of negotiations is outlined.
Teacher groups, but not principals and assis ant principals,

or confidential employees, are granted a limited right to
strike.

conflict resolution iB provided by binding arbitration which
must be entered by the teachers and the board. In the event
that the board refuses to submit to binding arbitration or
comply with the results of the binding arbitration-, the teachers
may resort to strike.

Penalties for an illegal strike are given. Teachers who
engage in an illegal strike lose their right to employment or,
if rehired, are subject to the loss of tenure rights. Teachers
may not receive pay for any of the days on which they were on
strike. A union found to have encouraged an illegal strike
loses its status as the exclusive representative in that dis-
trict and may not be recertified for the period of vim years.

Hearing procedures, by which the board may determine if
certain teachers were in violation of the law, are provided.

AA
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Contrast Between Minnesota Statutes 125.12, Subd. 6a, Negotiated
Untequested Leave a4 Absence, and Subd. 6b, UnAequested Leave 04
Abwence, and Minnesota Statute 179.61-76, The Mac EmpZoyment
Labot Relations Act o4 1971

An examination of the two statutes reveals areas of apparent
conlict. Minnesota Statutes 645.26, Subd. 4, Laws Passed at
Di44ertent Sessions, cited earlier, provides that in the case of
conflict, "the law latest in the date of final enactment shall
prevail," in this case, Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 6a,
Negotiated Umequested Leave o6 Absence, and Subd. 6b, UhAeqUeev ed
Leave o4 Absence. However, some conflicts are not due to
specific contradictions in language but rather, to language
omissions, which makes application of Minnesota Statutes 645.26,
Subd. 4, Laut6 Pa44ed ott Vibiekent Se64ions, difficult.

Follawing is a discussion of five areas in which the two
statutes conflict or do not clearly coincide.

Barvining Units. The most salient provisions relating to
bargaining units are as follows:

Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 6a Negotiated Unite-

quested Leave o6 Ab4enCe.
The school board and the exclusive bargaining
representative of the teachers may negotiate
a plan.providing for unrequested leave of absence
without pay or fringe benefits for as many
teachers as may be necessary because of dis-
continuance of position, lack of pupils, financial
limitations or merger of classes caused by con-
solidation of districts. . .

Minnesota Statute 179.63, De6initiOn4, Subd. 17.
"Appropriate Unit" or "unit" means a unit of
employees, excluding supervisory employees,
confidential employees and principals and assistant
principals,. . and in the case of school dis-
tricts, the term means all the teachers in the
district.

In light of the definition of "unit" in Minnesota Statute
179.63, Subd. 17, the negotiations process described in Minnesota
Statute 125.12, Subd. 6a would appear to exclude principals,
assistant principals, and supervisory personnel. An Attorney
General's opinion (November, 1975) provided some clarification
in ruling that the negotiated plan referred to in Minnesota
Statute 125.12, Subd. 6a,-encompassea all certified district
employees including administrators.

Placement of Teachers on Unre uested Leave of Absence in the
Event of Consolidation.
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Minnesota Statute 125.
oi 44ence.

. .In the case
consolidation of

12, Subd. 6h, Wreque4ted Leave

of erger of
districts. .

classes caused by
.the order in which

teachers who have acquired continuing contract
rights shall be placed on unrequested leave of
absenze in fields in which they are certified
shall be negotiable. [Emphasis added.]

Negotiable with whom, and when? Presumably, the negotiations
would commence after the consolidation of the districts involved
had legally taken place. Any staff reduction plans which might
have been agreed upon before consolidation would be superseded
by the staff reduction plan drawn up by the new district. This,

however, is not specified in the law; nor does the law specify
the method by which an exclusive bargaining representative will
be selected following consolidation, a potentially difficult
task if the districts had been represented by rival teacher
organizations.

If the provisions of Minnesota Statute 179.67, Exausive
ReptaemtatZon.; Etection4; ReceAt4tcation, were involved,
negotiations could not take place until a new exclusive repre-
sentative had been certified. The likelihood of such a delay
might discourage districts from consolidating.

Finally, the status of teachers' continuing contract rights
and seniority in the event of consolidation is unclear. Minnesota
Statutes 125.12, Subd. 4, Tamination 06 COntlact Aget Pubationaty
Petiod, Provides that "a teacher who has completed his probationary
period in school . .shall have a continuing

contract with such diszricL" [Emphasis added]. The law does
not specify whether continuing contract rights, and the degree of
seniority contained therein, carry over when two district con-
solidate, or whether teachers begin employment in the newly
created district with equal seniority.

The issue of combining seniority lists when organizations
consolidate has arisen often in the private sector. One case,

FL4cha et at v. Guaitanteed Conotete Company, 151 N.W. 2d 266
(1967), illustrates the thinking of the Minnesota Supreme court
on the matter. The case involved the purchase of a smaller
company by a larger company, and a move hy employees of the
smaller company to transfer their seniority to the new company
on the basis of their length of service to the smaller company.
This move was (,T1nosed by empaoyuoa of the larger company, and
the union, whic . represented both groups, took a neutral position.

The Court, fincL no language in the purchase agreement relating
to employees' seniority, ruled against the employees from the
smaller company. A similar situation could occur in the con-
solidation of a small district with a larger district.

Bindin Arbitrat on and Seniori R hts Followin Consolida-
.nnesota Statute 125.12 Subd. 6a, Nego _quated
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Leave oi Absence
.The provisions of section 179.72 shall not apply

for the purposes of this subdivision (emphasis added).

This savings clause with respect to binding arbitration is
included in Subd. 6a but not in Subd.6b, Untequested Leave o
Absence. Consequently, there is no reason why the provisions of
Subd. 6b, including the matter of negotiations following con-
solidation, must be excluded from binding arbitration. As sUch,
unrequested leave of absence plans under Subd. 6b could be a
cause for a strike under the general guidelines of The Pubtic
Emptogment Labot Relations Act 06 1971.

Scope of Negotiation.

Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 6a, Negotiated Unitevested
Leave 06 Ab4ence, and 6b, UnAequested Leave o6 Absence.

The school board and the exclusive bargaining
representative of the teachers may negotiate a
plan providing for unrequested leave of absence
without pay or fringe benefits for as many
teachers as may be necessary because of dis-
continuance of position, lack of pupils, financial
limitations, or merger of classes caused by
Minnesota_Statute 125.12, Subd. 6b, Untequested
Leave og Absence, consolidation of districts. .

in the case of merger of classes caused by con-
solidation of districts; or4n the case of equal
seniority, the order in whieh,teachers who have
acquired continuing contract rights shall be
placed on unrequested leave of absence in fields
in which they are certified shall be negotiable.

Minnesota Statute 179.63, DenaLMA, Subd. 18.
The term "terms and conditions of employment"
means the hours of employment, the compensation
therefore including fringe benefits except
retirement contributions or benefits, and the
employer's personnel policies affecting the
working conditions of the employees. In the case
of professional employees the term does not mean
educational policies of a school district. The
terms in both cases are subject to the provisions
of section 179.66 regarding the rights of public
employers and the scope of negotiations.

Minnesota Statute 179.66, Rights and 06 tigation4 06

Empeowees.
A public employer is not required to meet and
negotiate on matters of inherent managerial
policy, which include, but are not limited to,
such areas of discretion or policy as the func-
tions and programs of the employer, its overall
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budget, utilization of technology, the organiza-
tion structure and selection and direction And-
number of:_persennel [Emphasis added].

There are, under government regulation, three broad areas
within the scope of negotiations: mandatory, permissive, and
prohibited. Mandatory areas include salaries and other relevant
terms and conditions of employment on which employers are required
to meet and negotiate. Permissive areas are those on which
employers may or may not meet and negotiate at their discretion.
Prohibited areas include subjects reserved by law for executive
decision.

Minnesota Statute 179.66, 1Zight6 and O6tigation6 o EmpEogees,
includes selection and direction and number of personnel as
subjects which are permissive within the scope of bargaining.
Minnesota Statutes 125.12, Subd. 6a and 6b, however, has made
negotiations on seniority mandatory in the event of "discontinu-
ance of position, lack of pupils, financial limitations, or merg
of classes caused by consolidation," thus appearing to further
delimit the perrogatives of administrative agencies.

Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 6a, Negotiated Ut-
Aequated Leave 06 Ab4enne.

The school board and the exclusive bargaining
representative may negotiate a plan providing
unrequested leavs of absence. .Failing to
successfully negotiate such a plan by the
beginning date of a new master contract, the
provisions of subdivision bb shall apply. The
provisions of section 179.72 shall not apply
for the purposes of this subdivision.

Minnesota Statute 179.63, De6aLtion4, Subd. 16.
"Meet and negotiate" means the performance of
the mutual obligations of public employers and
exclusive representatives of public employees
to meet at reasonable times, including where
possible meeting in advance of the budget
making process, with the good faith intent of
entering into a agreement with,respect to terms
and conditions of employment; provided, that
by such obligation neither party is compelled
to agree to a proposal or required to make a
concession.

In accordance with these two laws, school boards may
vary from the terms of the negotiated plan and substitute
modifications of their own when, circumstances force them to
do so. If this should become the case, neither the provisions
of Subd. 6b, which may be invoked when an agreement cannot be

9 5
276



reached before the beginning of a new master contract date,
nor the provisions of a request for binding arbitration, will

apply. Therefore, were the Legislature or State Board to
pass new regulations relating to Such topics as affirmative
action programs, staff integration plans, or new school dis-
trict consolidation measures, or, if unusual circumstances
arose in the district, the board could modify the negotiated
plan or act oLtside its boundaries. The only recourse available
to teachers would be to request new negotiation sessions to
consider a new plan under the altered circumstances.

The unrequested leave of absence plan, as outlined in
Subd. 6b, would be more difficult for a board to modify because
,it is legislatively mandated. School boards would need clear
legislative authority to vary from its terms.

A United States Appeals Court decision illustrates a
circumstance in which a contractual agreement may be broken.
The case arose in Newark, New Jersey, where the board had
negotiated a plan with the bargaining representative of the
teachers which stipulated that the positions of principal and
vice principal would be filled on the, basis of competitive
examinations. Persons desiring to be promoted would be placed
on a list in numerical ranking according to their test per-
formance. Subsequently, the Newark board determined that the
presence of large enrollments of minority children in the
schools presented a need for more minority personnel in
principal and vice principal positions, and proceeded to fill
vacancies on the basis of recommendations of a selection committee.
The teachers organization brought action and the court ruled;

Faculty selection must remain for the broad and
sensitive expertise Of'the school board and its

officials. . .notwithstanding an existing employment
agreement where subsequent conditions make impossible
a literal performance of all its terms. The essence
of the modern defense of impossibility is that the
promised performance was at the making of the contract,
or thereafter became, impractical owing to some.extreme
or unreasonable difficulty or the like. . .Potchetei v.

WW1, 261 A 2d 364 at 368 (1969).

The following sectiong do not conflict, but a_e included
for discussion because of their importance.

Strikes and Penalties.

Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 4, TeluttinatiO 4 co a

Agta Ptobationaty fttiod.
A teacher who has completed his probationary
period in any school district, and who has not
been discharged or advised of a refusal to
renew his contract pursuant to Subd. 3, shall
have a continuing contract with such district.
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Minnesota Statute 179.64, StAika; P&ohibiti4n) Penattie4.
A public employee who knowingly violates the
provisions of this section and whose employment
has been terminated pursuant to this section,
may, subsequent to such violation, be appointed
or reappointed, employed or reemployed, but
rhe em-lo ee shall be on robation for two
years with respect to civil service status,
tern_gfitorcontract pf eLapIcent,
as he may have theretofore been entitled. [Emphasis
Added].

In light of Minnesota Statutes 179.64, Subd. 4, a teacher
strike over the issue of seniority rights would be unprofitable.
If the Court ruled that the strike was illegal, teachers might
be terminated or, if reappointed, would be placed on probationary
status, thus losing their continuing contract rights.

Following the Minneapolis teachers strike in 1970, the
Attorney General delivered an opinion regarding a section of
Minnesota Session Laws, 1965, Chapter 838, worded exactly
like the section of Minnesota Statutes 179.64, Subd. 4,
quoted above. According to the Attorney General, the law
"clearly deprives a striker of tenure rights," but was not
meant to "penalize striking employees unreasonably," as by
reducing their salary below that commensurate with degrees
earned.

Ii!riage Which Follow a Strike.

Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 9, Heovaiv PitoceduloA
[ee Appendix 1 for a full description of the
hearing procedures for the termination of a
continuing contract.]

Minnesota Statute 179.64, Sttike4 PAoha,Wart6;
Penatie6.

Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
any public employee who violates the provisions
of the section may have his appointment or
employment terminated by the employer effective
the date the violation first occurs. . .

Minnesota Statute 179.64,, StAike4 PAAO-Won;
Peratti.a.

For the purposes of this subdivision.an
emplomee whb is absent from any portion of his
work lssignment without permission, ot who
abstmlns wholly or in part from the full per-
formance of his duties without permission from
his employer on the date or dates when a strike
occurs is prim4_121!_ptesumed_to have_engaged_
in a strike on such date or dates. Emphasis
added].
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Minnesota Statute 179.64, StAk. Pubitien4)
Penatties, Subd. 5.

Any public employee, upon request shall be
entitled, as hereinafter provided, to estab-
lish that he did not violate the provisions of
this section. Such request must be filed in
writing with the officer or body having the
power to remove such employee, within ten days
after notice of termination is served upon
him; whereupon such officer, or body, shall
within ten days commence a proceeding at which
such person shall be entitled to be heard
for the ur.ose of_determinin: whether the
rovisions of this section have been violated bY
MELI_ES122S-LeL, and if there be laws and
tions establish n eeedin s to remove such

ula-

public em
in accordance therewith. Emphasis added].

_he hearin shall b- conducted

These sections provide that, when hearings are conducted
pursuant to Minnesota Statute 179.64, procedures must be
followed as outlined in Minnesota Statutes, 125.12, Heaung
PAacedltes, J.)r Minnesota Statute 125.17, Teachet Temute Act:
C-itiz.6 06 the FiAst Ctass; De6imit.Lons. However, unlike
hearings in which the school board is attempting to terminate
a teacher contract for cause or discontinuance of position,
the burden of proof is a hearing conducted to determine
teacher participation in an illegal strike rests with the
teacher, not the board.

In an opinion rendered following the Minneapolis Teachers
Strike, the Attorney General presented a five-part interpre-
tation of the law.

Under the provi )ns of (PELRA], the burden is en the
teacher to establish that he did not violate the no-_
strike law. . .[From a study of the law], a number of
things become apparent: (1) the burden of initiating
the hearing is on the teacher; (2) the hearing must
be conducted under the procedural guidelines broadly
set forth in Minnesota Statutes, 1967, Section 125.17,
and the common law as a civil matter; (3) the burdens
of persuasion and proof that the teacher did hot
strike are on him; (4) the teacher neednot overcome
his burdens "beyond a reasonable doubt," he need do so
only by establishing his non-striker status by a pre=
doaderance of the evidence; and (5) the teacher's
burden is met by a prima facie showing if no rebuttal
evidence is offered. . .However, doubts as to whether
a teacher has presented sufficient evidence to carry
his ultimate burden must be resolved against him.
Attorney General Opinion, 270-D, Pg. 11, April 29,
1970.
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Summary. Based upon the foregoing discussion, the following
summary is in order:

Until such time as the two laws discussed in this paper
are brought into more substantial agreement, the omissions and
conflicts in the two provisions will generate confusion In
districts faced with necesi,ary staff changes.

Neither law, particularly Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd.
6a and Subd. 6b will serve as an impetus for positive change
with respect to schoOl district organization.

If it becomes the intention of the legislature to stimulate
school district reorganization to achieve greater economy and
efficiency, certain changes in the law should be considered,_
Such changes might include, but are not limited to, the following:

A. In Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 6a, Negotiated
Untequeoted Leave o6 Abzence, include explicit
recognition of supervisory personnel, principals and
assistant principals, and confidential employees,,and
permit them to negotiate staff reduction plans.

B. In Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 6b, Unteque4ted
Leave 04 AEmence, remove the special provision relating
to teachers and school district consolidation.

C. In Minnesota Statute-125.12_,provide a new subdivision
devoted to consolidation situations which would require
(1) that teachers' continuing contract rights and
seniority.would be transferrable from the district
in which they had been teaching to the new consolidated
district; (2) that an election be held in advance of con-
solidation to determine the exclusive bargaining
representative upon consolidation; and (3) that a
staff reduction plan for the consolidated district be
developed at the earliest possible date following the
election of the bargaining representative.'

Pprmit some form of conflict resolution in Minnesota
Statutes 125.12, Subd. 6a, Negotiated Unitequated Leave 06
AbLence, other than automatic reversion to the state plan out-
lined in Subd. 6b, thus encouraging the teachers and the board
to develop an unrequested leave of absence plan which will
best fit their community and the prevailing circumstances.
No conflict resolution procedure should permit strikes.

In Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 6a, Negotiated Un-
Aeque4ted Leave si Ab4ence, provide a means by which the un-
requested leave of absence plan might be altered or renegotia ed
as circumstances require.

Revise Minnesota Statutes 125.12, Subd. 9,- Heating
Ptocedate6, to incorporate hearings held to determine no-
strike status.



CURRENT PROCEDURES FOR IMPLEMENTING MINNESOTA STATUTES
125.12, SUBDIVISION ea, Negotiated Untequezted Leave
04 Abtlence AND SUBDIVISION 6b, Unteque4ted Leave ,

04 Ab4ence

Introduction

Despite contradictions and confusion in the law, school
distticts have proceded to negotiate and implement plans governing
the process of unrequested leave of absence.--The-third-geetion
of this paper will (1) describe the process of implementation in
general; (2) compare and contrast four negotiated:leave plans;
and (3) examine a recent Attorney General's opinion addressing
key questions which have emerged during the implementation
process.

The Process of Impl--entation

Interviews with representatives of the Minnesota Education
Association (MEA) and the Minnesota School Boards Association
(MSBA); state legislators, legislative staff members, and
professional labor negotiators reveal the following picture with
regard to the statewide development of negotiated plans for
unrequested leave of absence:

Approximately one-third of the school districts of the
state have negotiated their own unrequested leave of absence
plans under the provisions of Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd.
6a, Negotiated Unkeque6ted Leave oi AbSence. The re-sining
districts, some of which have not faced staff redo on needs,

are abiding by the so-called state plan outliqed i Subd. 6b,

UnAequated Leave o4 ALusence. This assessment d c not include
the large group of teachers employed by cities o the First

Class for whom the option does not exist, gover d as they are
by Minnesota Statute 125.17, Teachet Tentilte A, cit-Lei 04 the

EiJat eta64; Degnitiou.
The negotiated plans vary in scope. Some are close

adaptations of the state plan, clarifying only minor details.
Others are relatively detailed.

Neither the MSBA, which analyzes all district contracts
in the state each year, nor the labor negotiators were aware
of a single negotiated plan which does not use seniority as
the central concept in staff reduction. There are no known
plans utilizing merit except under the limited circumstances
in cases of equal seniority, and these are few in number.

School boards which have proposed a staff reduction plan
based on criteria other than seniority have met with opposition,
and teacher groups have, instead, decided in favor of the state

plan. Because of the automatic reversion provision, and
because the law stipulates that agreement must be reached by
a given date, the question of a negotiated plan has not been

the focal point of protracted disagreement in any district in
the state.
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The most serious difficulties arising from the field seem
to-involve the question of "bumping"--whereby a teacher or
principal, certified but not recently teaching in a subject
field, can assume the position of a less senior teacher currently
in the subject field. The problem is especially pronounced
in the case of life certificate holders since life certificates
contain broad certification classifications which are exempted
from further state regulation or up-dating by the Minnesota
Statutes 125.181-125.187, PtoliesAiona PAacticu Act 06 1973&

Although the potential exists, no litigation has commenced
by teachers who have been laid-off under the seniority pro-
visions of a negotiated plan or under 6b.

Innumerable questions have arisen in the implementation of
the law involving specific situations in individual districts.
Some of these questions were included in an inquiry to the
Attorney General of the State of Minnesota, who issued an
opinion on them in November, 1975. This opinion will be dis-
cussed at length later in this report.

Similarities and Differences Among Negotiated Staff Redu- ion
Plans

Four negotiated plans for unrequested leave of absence
were examined for similarities and differences. All of the
plans were contained in 1975-77 master'agreements. The school
districts represent different areas in the state, and vary
considerably in size.

The plans were similar in four major respects:

1. All four contracts use seniority as a basis for placing
teachers on unrequested leave of absence, when such action
becomes necessary.

2. All four contracts provide that only full-time teachers
will be considered on the seniority lists--an ommission in
the law. Three of the contracts attempt to make some
provision for the part-time staff.

3. All four contracts specify a manner in which the seniority
list will be drawn up; requires that it be made available
to the teachers; and, provides a means by which teachers
may challenge the decision.

4. There is apparently concern that districts could spend a
great deal co- time attempting to locate teachers who
become eligiole for reinstatement. Therefore, the respon-
sibility for informing the district of where to reach the
teacher on leave is placed on the teacher in all four
contracts. The state plan allows the teacher thirty
days to respond to a recall. Three of the negotiated plans
shorten this period considerably. All four contracts
terminate teacher's reinstatement rights, and their leave
status, upon failure to respond. These procedures speed
the process of reinstatement, and also give greater oppor-
tunity to other teachers to fill given positions, should
more senior teachers not want them.
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The plans differed in at least five respects:

The means by which ties are broken vary considerably.
One plan resorts to the flip of a coin, one relies on lane
placement, one resolves the matter by flavoring the lowest
certificate number, presumably flavoring the older teacher,
and one leaves the final decision to the discretion of the
school board on a number of criteria illustrating the closest
approximation to a merit decision in any of the contracts.

Two plans attempt to define a "qualified teacher" in an
effort to solve the bumping problems described.earlier.

Once a teacher has been notified of the district's intent
to place him or her on unrequested leave, it becomes the
responsibility of the teacher, in one contract, to decide who
to bump.--That-teacher then can bump-someone-elseiin-turn-.-
One can envision a sort of domino effect occuring in the dis-
trict whenever staff reductions become necessary. Perhaps
some attention should be given to the staff relations, such
a plan would foster in a district where it was implemented.

The question of a,hearing afforded to a teacher who is
about to be placed on unrequested leave is not addressed in
two contracts, although the provisions of Minnesota Statute 125.12,
Subd. 4, refum:nation (76 Contuct Welt Pubationmy Peitiod,
may be construed to apply. One negotiated plan requires a
hearing if the teacher requests it, and one plan specifically
waives a hearing when placing teachers on unrequested leave.

Finally, although the state plan allows for two years of
unrequested leave of absence, two contracts lengthen this period,
one to four years at the discretion of the teacher, and one to
six years.

The Attorney General's Opinion Regarding Minnesota Statute
125.12, Subdivision 6h, Unnequested Le_ave oi Absence

In 1975, the law firm of Peterson, Popovich, Knutson and Flynn
submitted a number of questions to the Attorney General which
had arisen during the implementation of Minnesota Statute 125.12,
Subd. 6b. The Attorney General's response4 provides the only
legal interpretation to date since no court decisions have been
rendered relative to the statute. A number of important
principles emerged from the opinion and are outlined below:

Determination of Seniority. The first cluster of ques-
tions submitted relate to the order in which teachers shall be
placed on unrequested leave. 125.12, 6b (b) requires that they
he placed on leave in, "The inverse order in which
fialaulby the school district." Questions arose as to whether
this employment stemmed from the date the teaching contract was

4-State of Minnesota, Office of the Attorney General,

Opinion #3328. November 20, 1975.
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signed or from the f _st date of actual service to the dis-

trict. Although one of the negotiated contracts in the pro-
ceeding section uses the date of signing as the critical date,
the Attorney General specified that "employment" for the pur-
poses of seniority would begin on the first date of actual

service. This decision therefore results in many ties in
length of service in school districts since most teachers begin
their umployment in a district at the opening of the school

year.

Apterrqp_tjon of Employment. Teachers whose service has been
interrupted by resignation and return count their employment
from the date of resumption of service. This is not the &Ise,
however, when teachers have been granted an approved leave
of-absence, sabbatical leaveor,-have been-placed on un- -
requested leave of absence. In these cases, employment has
not been interrupted and seniority rights accrue from the
original date of service.

Part-time Teachers. An omission in the law involved teachers
who are less than full-time with respect to seniority. There-

fore, a number of questions in the opinion are addressed to

this amission. Having no specific guidance from the statutes
to the contrary, the Attorney General again specified that the
critidal date was the first date of employment whether or not
subsequent service was on a full or part-time basis. This
principle was even applied to substitutes teaching on a con-
tinuous basis within a district.

Hearings. The Attorney General stated that teachers who
will be placed on unrequested leave do have a right to a
hearing according to procedures outlined in Minnesota Statute
125.12, Subd. 4, TeAminat4on 06 Conttaa Wet Pitobationam

Petiod,__

Seniority Ties. The law stipulates that the method of
breaking ties in cases of equal seniority shall be negotiable.
The Attorney General thus declared this question to be a
mandatory subject of negotiation, and not one which could be
unilaterally decided by the board. Further, even if both the
exclusive bargaining representative and the board agree, such
methods as flipping a coin are "arbitrary and capricious because
they bear no rational relationship to the nature of the decision

to be made."5

1311allag. The Attorney General noted that the law made no
distinction_between teachers and supervisory personnel. Therefore,
"Where two 'teachers' are certified to serve. . .the date of

employment by the district and not the time spent in the
certified area" is the determinant of seniority.

5State re. Ging, supra, 7 N.W. 2d 544.
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Ri hts of_Teachers on Unre-nested Leave of AbSence. With
respect to teachers who are on leave of absence, the Attorney
General determined that they have legal right to notification
of all positions for which they are certified, including those
positione for which they become qualified during the course
their leave of absence. Their rights to reinstatement do
not terminate even if they fail to respond to a notification
that a position is available to them.

Use _of Both Subdivisions_6a_and 6b. Finally, the question
was asked as to whether districts which have adopted their own
negotiated plans under Subdivision 6a may also rely on Subdivision
6b to fill in the gaps in their own plans. The Attorney General
noted that there was "no provision in either subdivision for
application of both subdivisions at the same time."

The Attorney General's opinion has filled some, but not
all, of the vacant areas in the law. The opinion now controls
those areas not sufficiently covered by the statutes until
superseded by a court decision or by amendments to the statutes.

Conclusion: Suggested_ Changes in the Law. In light of
problems, contradictions and confusions inherent in Minnesota
Statute 125.12, Subd. 6a and Subd. 6b, the remainder of this
paper will describe and discuss model legislation proposed by
the Minnesota School Boards Association to replace or supple-
ment aspects of the current law.6

The existence of two provisions Subdivision 6a and Sub-
division 6b, is supported by, teacher organizations and seems
to allow for local flexibility. However, Subdivision 6b,
UnAequested LeAve oic Absence, should be repealed and rewritten.
The following language is suggested.

Subd, 1. For purposes of this policy, the terms defined
shall have the meaning respectively ascribed to them.

Subd. 2 "Teacher" means a principal, supervisor, class-
room teacher and any other professional employee required to
hold a certificate from the State Department except super-
intendent and assistant superintendent.

Discussion. Separate principals and assistant principals

from teachers. For the sake of consistency, use the definitions
given in the Public Employment Labor Relations Act. See 179.63,

6From Minnesota School Board Association, !Ligg_i_ITLI7
re uested Leave of Absence and Seniority St. Peter,

Minnesota, 1976.
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VLnLtILOn4, Subd. 13 and Subd. 14. This suggestion is con-
sistent with the fact that principals,and assistant principals
are empowered to form a separate bargaining unit under 179.65,
RightA and atigationA 06 EinpEoyee4, Subd. 8.

Subd. 3. "Qualified" shall mean a teacher who, in addition
to the state certificate, has a major in the subject matter of
field taught, and has successfully had teaching experience
such subject matter within the past five years in the school
district.

Discussion. Define, "Ras successfully had teaching experience
such subject matter within the past five years in the school

district." A successful teaching experience could last only
a few days or weeks while a teacher filled-in for another on
leave, ,or substituted. A period of duration, or a percentage
of total time within a given school year should be specified.

Subd 4 "Subject matter or field" shall mean teachers
in the following categories:

Elementary Categories: (1) teaching, grades kindergarten-
six (including instructional uonsultants); (2) art; (3)
counselors; (4) librarian; (5) phys!cal education.

Secondary Categories: ) art; (2) business education;
(3) counselor; (4) foreign language; (5) home economics;
(6) industrial arts; (7) language arts; (8) librarian;
(9) mathematics; (10) physical education; (11) science;
(12) social studies.

K-12 Cate ories: (1) EMR (special education); (2) instru-
mental music; (3) nurse; (4) school psychologist; (5) SLBP;
(6) social worker; (7) speech therapist (clinician);
(9) vocal music.

Discussion This subdivision approaches the definition of
teaching position which was requested by the Minnesota Supreme
Court as early as 1974 in the Ging case.7 As such, it would
constitute a worthwhile addition to the law, although other
instructional categories might also be added. Since principals
and assistant principals would already be defined separately
in Subd. 2, no further definition would be necessary under this
subdivision.

Subd 5- "Seniority" means full-time, continuing contract
qualified teachers commencing with the first day of actual service
in the school district and shall exclude probationary teachers,
part-time teachers who spend less than 50 percent of a school year
In employment, and those teachers who are acting incumbents for
teachers on authorized military, or other similar leave of
absences.

7-ang, op. cit., p. 544.
6-1ti

286



In determining the length of seniority, a teacher whose
employment has been legally terminated by resignation, or ter-
mination pursuant to M.S. 125.12, but whose employment was sub-
sequently reinstated, by action'of the school board and the
teacher, without interruption of regular service, shall retain
his original seniority date.

Subd. 6. "School board" means the local governing board
of the school district.

Discussion: Subdivision 5 is clearly_necessary to correct
an omission in the current law. The word "Seniority" however,
does not mean teachers but rather that which is accrued to

teachers. The word "substitutes" should be added to the
classification of Other part-time personnel.

Untequested Leave oi Absence

Subd. 1. The school board may place on unrequested leave--
of absence for a period not exceeding two calendar years from
the time such leave is commenced, without pay or fringe benefits,
such teachers as may be necessary because of discontinuance of
position, lack of pupils, financial limitations, or Merger of
classes. Such leave shall be effective no later than the
close of the school year or at such earlier time as mutually
agreed between the teacher and the school board.

Subd. 2. Teachers placed on such leave shall receive
notice by Apr 1 1 of the school year prior to the commencement
of such leave with reasons therefore, without the necessity
for any hearing applicable to termination, except that a hearing
may be provided to show any violation of this policy.

Discussion: The Council may consider striking the pro-
vision which makes a hearing unnecessary in most cases; and
permit one if requested by the teacher, or teachers, under the
provisions of Minnesota Statute 125.12, Subd. 4, Tetmination
Conttact alitet Paobationaty Peltiod. In the Rath case, decided
by the United States Supreme Court in 1972, continuing contract
status or tenure created by state statute has been construed to

constitute a form of property Interest protected by the
Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution. The

Court said in Roth, "It is a purpose of the andient institution
of property to protect those claims upon which people rely in
their daily lives, reliance that must not be arbitrarily

undermined. It is a purpose of the constitutional right to a
hearing to prgvide an opportunity for a person to vindicate

those claims.° To deny a teacher a right to a hearing might
well result in litigation under the Fourteenth Amendment, and
could possibly jeopardize enforcement of oiher sections of the

new law as well.

ElBoalul c76 Regent6 v. Rath. 408 US 564 (1972).
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Subd. 3. Teachers shall be placed on unrequested leave in
inverse order of seniority in the field and subject matter
employed. No teacher shall be placed on unrequested leave if
there is any other qualified teacher with less seniority in
the same field and subject matter employed.

Subd. 4. The provisions herein shall not apply if it will
result in any violation of the district's affirmative action
ptograM which shall include ethnic, race, color, or sex; and
any person employed in an affirmative action program may be
retained in the same field or subject matter of a teacher with
greater seniority if it is necessary to effectuate the purposes
of such affirmative action program.

Discussion: The Council might
to Subd. _ above to the effect that
be permitted to replace a qualified
seniority or language on a teaChing

The Affirmative Action savings
for a district to observe state and

consider adding a sentence
no unqualified teacher shall
teacher, notwithstanding
certificate.

clause is needed in order
federal regulations.

Subd.5. In the event of a staff reduction, action affecting
employees whose first date of employment commenced on the same
date, and have equal seniority, the selection of the employee f--
purposes of discontinuance shall be at the discretion of the
school board based upon criteria including: performance,
training, experience, skills in special assignments, and other
relevant factors.

Discussion: This section allows the school board to
determine criteria for selection. Teacher organizations would
probably oppose such a provisiOn and would advocate a negotiated
settlement on questions of equal seniority. Final determination
on this question must ultimately be made by the State Legislature
since the Legislature designates subjects for negotiation as
either mandatory or permissive. Arbitrary criteria, such as
coin tosses, should be expressly prohibited.

Subd. 6. If staff reduction based on seniority would
result in the discontinuance of any extra or co-curricular
program, the teacher employed therein shall not be placed on
leave and the next senior person shall be placed on such leave.

Subd. 7. Any teachar placed on such leave may engage in
teaching or any other occupation during such period and may be
eligible for unemployment compensation if otherwise eligible
under that law for such compensation and such leave will not
result in a loss of credit for years of service in the district
earned prior to the commencement of such leave.

Discussion: In Subd. 6, "extra or co-curricular program"
needs to be more specifically defined, especially with regard
to size and scope of the program.
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Rein4.tatement

Subd, 1, No ntw teacher shall be employed by the school
district while any qualified teacher is on unrequested leave of
absence in the same field and subject matter. Teachers placed
on unrequested leave of absence shall be reinstated to the
position from which they have been given leave, or any other
available position in the school district in the field in
which they are qualified as such positions become available.
The order of reinstatement shall be in inverse order in which
teachera were placed on unrequested leave.

Subd._2, When placed on unrequested.leave, a teacher shall
file his name and address with the school district personnel
office to which any notice or reinstatement or availability of
position shall be mailed. Proof of service by the person in
the school district depositing such notice to the teacher at
the last known address shall be sufficient and it shall be the
responsibility of any teacher on unrequested leave to provide
for forwarding of mail or for address changes. Failure of a
notice to reach a teacher shall not be the responsibility of
the school district if any notice has been mailed as provided
herein.

Subd if a position becomes available for a qualified
teacher on unrequested leave, the school district shall mail
the notice to such teacher who shall have ten days from the
date of such notice to accept the reemployment. Failure to
reply in writing within such ten day period shall constitute
waiver on the part of any teacher to any further rights of
employment or reinstatement and shall constitute waiver on the
part of any teacher to any further rights of employment or
reinstatement and shall forfeit any future reinstatement of
employment rights.

Subd. 4. Reinstatement rights shall automatically cease
two years from the date unrequested leave was commenced and no
further rights to reinstatement shall exist unless extended by
written mutual consent with each qualified teacher.

Discussion: The ten day response period described in
Subd. 3 should be expanded to avoid a teacher not being able
to respond due to extraneous causes such as illness, family
emergency, travel, or a fiilure of the mails. A continuing
contract should not be terminated without a hearing, receipt
of a written resignation by rile teacher, or the signing of another
full-time teaching contract by the teacher if such a provision
is inserted in the law.

EbLL.hrncn t oi Senioxity LL6t

Subd. d, Within 30 days the school board shall cause a
seniority list (by name, date of employment, qualification and

3 0 8
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subject matter or field) to be prepared from its records. It
shall thereupon post such list in an official place in each
school house of the. district.

Subd. _2, Any person whose name appears on such list anJ
who may disagree with the findings of the school board and the
order of seniority in said list shall have 10 days from the date
of posting to supply written documentation, proof and request
for seniority change to the school board.

Subd. 3. Within 10 days thereafter, the school district
shall evaluate any and all such written communications regarding
the order of seniority contained in said list and may make
such changes the school board deems warranted. A final seniority
list shall thereupon be prepared by the school board, which list
as revised shall be binding on the school district and any
teacher. Each year thereafter the school board shall cause
such seniority list to be updated to reflect any addition or
deletion of personnel caused by retirement, death, resignation,
other cesation of services, or new employees. Such yearly
revised list shall govern the application of the unrequested
leave of absence policy until thereafter revised.

Discussion: Language should be added exempting the final
seniority liit from provisions of the recently enacted privacy
legislation; the seniority list should remain public informa-
tion.

Other Suggested Additions

The position of principals and assistant principals should
be clarified with regard to their ability to take teaching
positions based on their seniority and previous experience,
and the reduction of salary that might accompany such a move.

A new subdivision should be added concerning school con-
solidation since no reference to consolidation is made in the
-Minnesota School Boards Association model, The new section
should include:

language basing teachers' seniority rights after
consolidation on the length of service to their original
districts. Such seniority lists would be combined in
the new district with no prejudice shown to those
teachers from districts whose school year happened to
begin slightly earlier.
provisions to quickly establish a new exclusive
bargaining representative for the teachers.

Once a new employee organization is established and the
seniority lists are combined, the teachers of the new district
could negotiate their own staff reduction plan or abide by the
state plan.
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12522 'DEPLOYMENT; CONTRA TERMINATION. Subdivision 1.
Teacher defined. A superintendent, principal, supervisor and classroom teacher
and wry other professional employee required to hold a certificate from the state
department shall be deemed to be a "teacher" within the meaning of 'fhb section.

Subd. 2. Fthing, dismissing. School boards shall hire or dismiss teachers at
duly called meetings. Where a husband and wile, brother and sister, or two
brothers or sisters, constitute a quorum, no contract employing a teacher shall
be made or authorized except upon the unanimous vote of the full board, No
teacher related bY blood or marriage, within the fourth degree, computed by
the civil law, to a board member shall be employed except by a unanimous vote
of the full board. The employment shall be by written contract, signed by the
teacher and by the chairman and clerk. Contracts for teacUng or supervision of
teaching can be made only with qualified teachers. Such contract shall specify
the wages per year and the general assignment of the teacher. No teacher shall
be required to reside withLa the employing ochool district as a condition to
teaching employment or continued teaching employment

Subd. 3. Probationary period. The first and second consecutive years of a teach-
er's first teaching experience in Minnesota in a single school district shall be deemed
to be a probationary period of employment, and after completion thereof, the pro-
bationary period In each school district in which he is thereafter employed shall be
one year. A teacher who has complied with the then applicable probationary re-
quiremer.Is in a school district prior to July 1, 1967, shall not be required to serve
a new prc barionary period in the said district subsequent thereto. During the pro-
bationary period any annual contract with any teacher may or may not be renewed
as the school board shall see fit; provided, however, that the school board shall give
any such teacher whose contract It declines to renew for the following school year
written notice to that effect before April 1. If the teacher requests reasons for any
nonrenewal of a teaching contract, the school board shall give the teacher Its
reason In writing, including a statement that appropriate supervision was furnished
describing the nature and the extent of such supervision furnished the teacher dur-
ing his employment by the board, within ten days after receiving such request The
school board may, after a hearing held upon due notice, discharge a teacher during
the probationary period for cause, effective Immediately, under section 123.14, sub-
&vision 4, or section 123.35, subdivision 5.

Subd. 4. Termluation of contract after probationary period. A teacher who
has completed his probationary period in any school district and who has not been
(Escharged or advised of a refusal to renew his contract pursuant to subdivision 3,
shall have a continuing contract with such district. Thereafter, the teacher's con-
tract shall remain in full force and effect except as modified by mutual consent of
the board and the teacher, until terminated by a majority roll call vote of the full
men.'cership of the board, upon one of the grounds specified in subdivisions 6 or
6a or 6b, or until the teacher is discharged pursuant to subdivision 8, or by the
written resignation of the teacher submitted prior to April 1; provided, however, that
if an agreement as to the terms and conditions of employment for the succeeding
school year has not been adopted pursuant to the provisions of sections 179.61
to 179.77 prior to March 1, the teacher's right of resignation shall be extended to
the 30th calendar day following the adoption of said contract in compliance with
section 179.70, subdivision 2. Such written resignation by the teacher shall be
effective as of June 30 if submitted prior to that date or, if submitted thereafter,
shall be effective August 15, and the teachers right of resignation for the school
year then beginning shall cease on August 15. Before a teacher's contract is
terminated by the board, the board shall notify the teacher in writing and state
its ground for the proposed termination in reasonable detail together with a state.
ment that the teacher may make a written request for a hearing before the board
within 14 days after receipt of such notification. Within 14 days after receipt of this
notification the teacher may make a written request for a hearing before the board
and it shall be granted before final action is taken. If no hearing is requested
within such period, it shall be deemed acquiescence by the teacher to the board's
action. Such termination shall take effect at the close of the school year in which
the contract is terminated In the manner aforesaid. Such contract may be term!.
nated at any time by mutual consent of the board and the teacher and this
section shall not affect the powers of a board to suspend, discharge, or demote a
teacher under and pursuant to other provisions of law.

Subd. 5. Retirement Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions, a board may
provide by rule that its teachers shall be retired at age 65.
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Subd. 6. Grounds for termination. A continuing contract may be terminated.
effective at the close of the school year, upon any of the following grounds:

(a) Inefficiency;
(b) Neglect of duty, or persistent violation of school laws, rules, regulations,

or Mrectives;
(c) Conduct unbecoming a teacher which materially impairs his educational

effectiveness:
(d) Other good end sufficient grounds rendering the teacher unfit to perfonn

his duties.
A contract shall not be terminated upon one of the grounds specified in clauses

(a), (b), (c), or (d), unless the teacher shall have failed to correct the deficiency
atter being given written notice of the specific items of complaint and reasonable
time within which to remedy them.

All evaluations and files generated within a school district relating to each indi-
vidual teacher shall he available during regular school business hours to each
individual teacher upon his written request The teacher shall have the right to
reproduce any of the contents of the files at the teacher's expense and to subreit
for inclusion in the Me written information in response to any material contained
therein; provided, however, a school district may destroy such files as provided by
law.

Subd. 6a. Negotiated unrequested leave of absence. The school board and the
exclusive bargaining representative of the teachers may negotiate a plan providing
for unrequested leave of absence without pay or fringe benefits for as many
teachers as may be necessary because of discontinuance of position, lack of pupils,
financial limitatiens, or merger of classes caused by consolidation of districts. Fall-
ing to successfully negotiate such a plan by the beginning date of a new master
contract, the provisions of subdivision fib shall apply. The provisions of section
179.72 shall not apply for the purposes of this subdivision.

Subd. 6b. Unrequested leave of absence. The school board may place on unre-
quested leave of absence, without pay or fringe benefits, as many teachers as may
be necessary because of discontinuance of position, lack of pupils, financial limita-
tions, or merger of classes caused by consolidation of districts. The unrequested
leave shall be effective at the close of the school year. In placing teachers on un-
requested leave, the board shall be governed by the following provisions:

(a) The board may place probationary teachers on unrequested leave first in
the inverse order of their employment. No teacher who has acquired continuing
contract rights shall be placed on unrequested leave of absence while probationary
teachers are retained In positions for which the teacher who has acquired continu-
ing contract rights Is certified;

(b) Teachers who have acquired continuing contract rights shall he placed on
unrequested leave of absence in fields in which they are certified In the inverse order
in which they were employed by the school district. In the case of merger of classes
caused by consolidation of districts or in the case of equal seniority, the order in
which teachers who have acquired continuing contract rights shall be placed on tin-
requested leave of absence in fields in which they are certified shall be negotiable;

(c) Notwithstanding clauses (a) and (b), if either the placing of a probationary
teacher on unrequested leave before a teacher who has acquired continuing rights
or the placing of a teacher who has acquired continuing contract rights on unre-
quested leave before another teacher who has acquired continuing contract rights
but who has greater seniority would place the district in violation of its affirmative
action program, the district may retain the probationary teacher or the teacher
with less seniority;

(d) Teachers placed on unrequested leave of absence shall be reinstated to the
positions from which they have been given leaves of absence or, if not available, to
other available positions in the school district in fields In which they are certified.
Reinstatement shall be In the Inverse order of placement on leave of absence.
The order of reinstatement of teachers who have equal seniority and who are
placed on unrequested leave in the same school year shall be negotiable:

(e) Teachers, other than probationary teachers, terminated under Minnesota
Statutes 1971, Section 125.12, Subdivision 6, Clause (e), in the 1973-74 school year
shall he reinstated to the positions from which they have been terminated or, if not
available, to other available positions In the school district in fields in which they
are certified. Reinstatement shall be in the order of seniority. The order of rein-
statement of continuing contract teachers who have enual seniority and who are
terminated under Minnesota Statutes 1971, Sect' Jri 125.12, Subdivision 6, Clause
(e) In the 1973-74 school year shall be negotiable. These teachers shall also be sub-
ject to clauses (f), (g), (h), (I) and (k) of this subdivision.
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Subd. 9_ Bearing procedures. Any hearing held pursuant to laws 1961, Chap-
ter 890, shall be held upon appropriate and timely notice to the teacher, and shall
be private or public at the discretion of the teacher. At the hearing, the board and
the teacher may each be represented by counsel at its or kb; own expense, and
such counsel may examine and cross-examine witnesses and present arguments.
The board shall first present evidence to sustain the grounds for termination or
discharge and then receive evidence presented by the teacher. Each party may then
present rebuttal evidence. Dismissal of the teacher shall be based upon substantial
and competent evidence in the record_ All witnesses shall be sworn upon oath ad-
ministered by the presiding officer of the board. The clerk of the board shall issue
subpoenas for withesses or the production of records pertinent to the grounds upon
the request of either the board or the teacher. The board shall employ a court re-
porter to record the proceedings at the hearthg, and either park, may obtain a
transcript thereof at its own expense.

Subd. 10. Decision. Alter the hearing, the board shall issue a written decision
and order. If the board orders termination of a continuing conthact or discharge of
a teacher, its decision shall include findings of fact based upon competent evidence
in the record and shall be served on the teacher, accompanied by an order of termi-
nation or diacharge, prior to Apr11 1 in the case of a contract termination, or with.
In ten days atter conclusion of the hearing in the case of a discharge. If the de-
cision of the board or of a reviewing cotut is favorable to the teacher, the pro-
ceedings shall be dismissed and the decision entered in the board minutes, and all
references to such proceedings shall be excluded frem the teacher's record ffle.

Subd. 11. Judicial review. The pendency of judicial proceedings shall not be
ground for postponement of the effective date of the school board's order, but if
judicial review eventuates in reinstatement of the teacher, the board shall pay the
teacher all compensation withheld as a result of the tennination or dismissal
order.

Subd. 13. Exception. This se tion shall not apply to any district in a city of
the first class.
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(1) No appointment of a new teacher shall be made while there is available, on
unrequested leave, a teacher who is properly certified to till such vacancy, unless
the teacher falls to advise the school board within 30 days of the date of notifica-
tion that a position Is available to him, that he may return to employment and that
he will assume the duties of the position to which appointed on a future date deter-
mined by the board;

tg) A teacher placed on unrequested leave of absence may engage in teaching
or any other occupation during f.he period of this leave;

(h) The unrequested leave absence shall not impair the continuing contract
rights of a teacher or result In a of credit for previous years of service;

(1) The unrequested leave of absence of a teacher who is not reinstated shall
continue for a period of two years after which the right to reinstatement shall
terminate;

(j) The same provisions applicable to terminations of probationary or continu-
ing contracts in subdivisions 3 and 4 shall apply to placement on unrequested leave
of absence;

(k) Nothing in this subdivision shall be construed to impair the rights of
teachers placed on unrequested leave of absence to receive unemployment com-
pensation if otherwise eligible.

Subd. 7. Suspension end leave of absence for health reasons. Affliction with
active tuberculosis or other communicable disease, mental illness, drug or alcoholic
addiction, or other serious incapacity shall be grounds for temporary suspension
and leave of absence while the teacher is suffering rn such disability. Unless the
teacher consents, such action shall be taken only upon evidence that suspension is
required from a physician who has examined the teacher. The physician shall be
competent in the field involved and shall be selected by the teacher from a list of
three provided by the school board, and the examination shall be at the expense
of the school district. A copy of the report of the physician shall be furnished the
teacher upon request If the teacher fails to submit to the examination withth the
prescribed time, the board may discharge him, effective immediately. In the event af
mental illness, 11 the teacher submits to such an examination and the examinLng
physician's or psychiatrist's statement is unacceptable to the teacher or the board,
a panel of three physicians or psychiatrists shall be selected to examine the teach-
er at the board's expense. The board and the teacher shall each select a member of
this panel, and these two members shall select a third member. The panel shall ex-
amine the teacher and submit a statement of its findings and conclusions to the
board. Upon receipt and consideration of the statement from the panel the board
may suspend the teacher. The board shall notify the teacher in writing of such
suspension and the reasons therefor. During the leave of absence the teacher shall
be paid sick leave benefits by the district up to the amount of his unused accumu-
lated sick leave, and after it is exhausted, the district may in its discretion pay
him additional benefits. The teacher shall be reinstated to his position upon evi-
dence from such a physician that he has made sufficient recovery and is capable
of resuming performance of his duties in a proper manner. In the event that the
teacher does not qualify for reinstatement within twelve months after the date of
auspension, his continuing disability may be a growad for discharge under subdivi-
sion S.

Subd. S. Immediate discharge- A school board may discharge a continuing-
contract teacher, effective immediately, upon any of the following grounds:

(a) Immoral conduct, Insubordination, or conviction of a felony;
(b) Conduct unbecoming a teacher which requires the immediate re oval of

the teacher from his classroom or other duties;
(c) Failure without justifiable cause to teach without first securing the written

release of the school board;
(d) Gross inefficiency which the teacher has failed to correct after reasonable

written notice;
(e) Willful neglect of duty; or
(f) Continuing physical or mental disability subsequent to a twelve months

leave of absence and inability to qualify for reinstatement Lri accordance with sub-
division 7.

Prior to discharging a teacher the board shall notify the teacher in writing and
state its ground for the proposed discharge in reasonable detail. Within ten days
after receipt of this notification the teacher may make a written request for a
hearing before the board and it shall be granted before final action Is taken. The
board may, however, suspend a teacher with pay pending the conclusion of such
hearing and determination of the issues raised therein after charges have been
filed which constitute ground for discharge.
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PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT LABOR RELATIONS ACT OF 1971
179.61 PITBLIC POLICY. It is the public policy of this state and the pur-pose of sections 179.61 to 179.7-7 to promote orderly and constructive relation-ships between all public employers and their employees. subject hnwever, to theparamount right of the citizens of this state to keep inviolate the guaranteesfor their beafth, education, safety and welfare.
The relationships between the public, the public employees, and their employergoverning bodies imply degrees of responsibility to the people served, need ofcooperation and employment protection which are different from employment inthe private sector. So also the essentiality and public desire for some public serv-ices tend to create imbalances In relative bargeining power or the resolution withwhich either party to a disagreement presses its position . so that unique ap-proaches to negotiations and resolutions of Wsputes between public employees andemployers are necessary.
Unresolved disputes between the public employer and Its employees are in-jurious to the public as well as to the parties; adequate means must thereforebe established for ridnirrdzing them and preividIng for their resolution. Withinthe foregoing limitations and considerations the legislature has determined thatoverall policy may best be accomplished by:
(1) granting to public employees certain rights to organize and choosefreely their representatives;
(2) requiring public employers to meet and negotiate with public employeesin an appropriate bargaining unit and providing for written agreements evi-dencing the result of such bargairdng; and
(3) establishing special rights, responsibilities, procedures and limitationsregarding public employment relationships which will provide for the protectionof the rights of the public employee, the public employek and the public at large.(Exign c 33 a 13

179.62 CITATION. Sections 179.61 to 179.77 shall be known and may becited as the public employment labor relations act of 1971 .iEx1971 c 33 a 23

179.63 DEFINITIONS. Subdivision 1, For the purposes of sections 179.61 to179,77 the terms defined in this seCtion have the meanings given them.lubd, 2. "Director of mediation services" or "director" means the director ofthe bureau of mediation services established by section 179.02.
Subd. 3. "Board" means the Minnesota public employment relations boardunless otherwise clearly stated.
Subd. 4. "Public employer" or "employee means the state of Minnesota andits political subdivisions and any agency or Instrumentality of either; includingthe university of Minnesota, the state and community colleges and school dims ictsand their respective representatives; the term does not include a "charitable hos-pital" as defined in section 179.35, subdivision 2.
Subd. 5. "Employee organization" means any union or organization of pub-lic employees whose purpose is, in whole or in part, to deal with public em-ployers concerning grievances and terms and conditions of employment.Subd. 6. "Exclusive representative" means an employee organization which hasbeen designated by a majority of those votes cast in the appropriate unit and hasbeen certified pursuant to section 179.67.

Subd. 7. "Public employee" or emplo>ee means any person appointed or em-ployed by a public employer except:
(a) elected public cflicials;
(b) election officers;
(c) commissioned or enlisted p..uscinncl of the Minnesota national guard;(d) emergency employees who are employed for emergency v.'ork caused bynatural disaster:
(e) part time employees whose service does not exceed the lesser of 14 hoursper week or 35 percent of the normal work weei in the employee's bargainingunit;
(f) employees who hold positions of a basically temporary or seasonal charac-ter for a period not in excess of 100 working days in any calendar year;(g) employees of eleoltable hospitals as defined by section 179.35, subdivision3
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Subd. 8. "Confidential employee means any employee who works in the per
sonnel offices of a public employer or who has access te information subject to n-,,-
by the public employer in meeting and negotiating or who actively par stidPate in
the meeting and negotiating on behalf of the public employer.

Subd. 9. "Stmervisory employee-, when the reference is to other than essential
empinyees as defined in subdivision 11, means any person havLng authority
interests of the employer.to hire, transfer, suspend, promote, discharge, assivrn-
reward or discipline other employees or responsibly to direct them or adjust %eh'.
gdevances on behalf of the employer, or to effectively recommend any of the atom
said actions, if in connection with the foregoing the exercise of such authoritbylicis
merely routine or clerical in nature but reqUires the use of independent Judgrnent
Any determination of -supervisory employee" may be appealed to the
ployment relations board.

Subd. 9a. "Supervisory employee", when the ,.eference is to essential employees
means the administrative head and his assistant of a municipality, municipal utility'
police or fire department, or any person having authority in the IntereSts of khe
employer to hire, transfer, suspend, promote, discharge, assign, reward, or discipline
other employees or responsibly to direct them or adjust their grievances on behalf
of the employer, it in connection with the foregoing the exercise of suet' authority
is not merely routine or clerical in nature but requires the use of independent Judg.
ment. Any determination of -supervisory employee" may be appealed to the Public
employment relations board.

Subd. 10. "Professional employee" means:

ance; (iii) of such a character that the output produced or the result aceorn.

in character as opposed to routine mental, manual, mechanical, or physical work;

plished cannot bc standardized in relation to a given period of time; (iv)

arily acquired by a prolonged course of specialized intellectual instruction
study in an institution of higher learning or a hospital, as distinguished fro _

performance of routine mental, manual, or physical processes;

Will instruction and study described in clause (iv) of paragraph (a), i. .iii ts

subdivision 7 whose employment duties involve work or services

a clear and present danger to the health or safety of the public,

nence in whole or in part from the full, faithful and proper performance of the

quiring knowledge of an advanced type in. a field of science or learning custom.

general academic education or from an apprenticeship or from rrainity' in the

himself to become a professional employee as defined in paragraph (a).

health or safety of the public and the withholding of such services woUld create

willful absence from one's position, the stoppage of work, slowdown,

duties of employment for the purposes of inducing. Influencing or

performing related work under the supervision of a professional person to quality

(ii) involving the consistent exercise of discretion and judgment in.its Perform.

Subd. 11. "Essential employee" means any person within the definition of

Subd. 12. "Strike" means concerted action in failing to report for

(a) any employee engaged in work (i) predominantly intellectual

(b) any employee, who (I) has completed the courses of specialize enee.

(c) a teacher shall be deemed to be a professional employee.

the

change in the conditions or compensation or the rights, privileges, or obligations
of employment.

Subd. 13. "Teacher" means any person other than a superintendent or assistant
superinfendent, employed by a school district in a position for which the Person
must be certificated by the state board of education; and such employnlent qoes
not 'come within the exceptions stated in subdivision 7, or defined in subdivisions.
8, 9, or 14.

Subd. 14. "Principal" and "assistant principal" means any person so certin.
catcd by the state department of education who devotes more than 50 percent
his time to administrative or supervisory duties.

Subd. 15. "Meet and confer" means the exchange of views and concerns be
tween employers and their respective employees. ,..,

Subd. 1.9. "Meet and negotiate" means the performance of the mutuat abliga
tions of public employers and the exclusive representatives of public ernployee
to meet at reasonable times, including where possible meeting in advance of -the
budget making process, with the good faith intent of entering into au agreement
with respect to terms and conditions of employment: provided, that by such
obligation neither party is compelled to agree to a proposal or required to make
a concession,

Subd. 17. "Appropriate unit" or "unit" means a unit of employees, exeludin
supervisory employees, confidential employees and principals and assistant prin.
cipals, as determined pursuant to section 179.71, subdivision 3, and in the case ef
school districts, the term means all the teachers In the district.
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Subd. 18. The term "terms and conditions of ernploymel.r" means the hours ofemployment, the compensation therefor including fringe bmiefirs except retirement
contributions or benefits, and the employer's-personnel policies affecting the work.
In conditions of the employees. In the case of professional employees the term does
not mean educational poiicies of a school district. The terms in both cases are sub
ject to the provisions of section 179.66 regarding the rights of public employers and
the scope of negotiations.

1Ex1571 c 53 s 3: 1973 C 349 2: 1973 c 635 R 1-5: 197.); r 191 11

179.64 STRMES; FROMBITION: PENATIES. Subdivision 1. No person
holding a position by appointment or employment in the governr nt of the state
of Minnesota, or in the government of any one or more of the political subdivisions
thereof, or in the service of the public schools, or of the state university, or in the
service of any authority, commission or board or any other branch of the public
service, whether included or excepted from this act may engage in a strike, nor shall
any such person or organization of such persons or its officials or agents cause,
candone, instigate, encourage, or cooperate, in a strike except as may be provided
in subdivision 7.

Subd. 2. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, any public employee
who violates the provisions of this sectIOn may have his appointment or employ-
ment terminated by the employer effective the date the violation first occurs.
Such termination shall be effective upon written notice served upon the employee.
Service may be made by certified mail.

Subd. 3. For purposes of this subdivision an employee who is absent from
any portion of his work assignment without permission, or who abstains wholly
or in part frorn,the full performance of his duties without permission from his
employer on the date or dates when a strike occurs is prima facie presumed tq
have engaged in a strike on such date or dates.

-Subd. 4. A public employee who knowingly violates the provisions of this
section and whose employment has been terminated pursuant to ads section,
may, subsequent to such violation, be appointed or reappointed, employed or
reemployed. but the employee shall be on probation for two years with respect
to such civil service status, tenure of employment, or contract of employment, as
he may have theretofore been entitled:

No employee shall be entitled to any daily pay, wages or per diem for the
days on which he engaged in a strike.

Subd. 5. Any public employee, upon request, shall be entitled, as hereinafter
provided, to establish that he did not violate the provisions of this section. Such
request must be filed in writing with the officer or body having the power to
remove such employee, within ten days after notice of termination is served
upon him; whereupon such officer, or body, shall within ten days commence a
proceeding at which such person shall be entitled to be heard for the purpose of
determining whether the provisions of this section have been violated by such
public employee, and If there be laws and regulations establishing proceedings to
remove such public employee, the hearing shall be conducted in accordance there-
with. The proceedings may. upon application to the cdurt by an employer, an em-
ployee, or employee organization and the issuance of an appropriate order by
the court include more than one employee's employment status if the employees'
defenses are identical, analbpaus -or reasonably similar. Such proceedings shall
be undertaken without unnecessary delay. Any person may secure a review of
his removal by serving a notice so requesting upon the employer removing him
within 20 days after the results of the hearing referred to herein have been an-
flounced. This notice, with proof of service thereof, shall be filed within ten days
after service, with the clerk of the district court in the county where the em-
ployer has its principal office or in the county where the employee last was em-
ployed by the employer. The district court shall thereupon have jurisdiction to re-
view the matter the same as on appeal from administrative orders and decisions.
This hearing shall take precedence over all matters and may be held upon ten
days written notice by either party. The court shall malce such order in the
premises as is proper; and an appeal may be taken therefrom to the supreme
court.

Subd. 6. An employee organization which has been found pursuant to section
179.68 tp. have violated this section shall upon such finding lose its status, if any,
as exclusive representative following such finding; and may not be so certified .
by the director for a period of two years following such finding; nor may any
employer deduct employee payments to any such organization for a period of
two.years.

Sub& 7. Either a violation of section 179.0, subdivision 2, clause (9), or arefusal by the employer to request binding arbitration when requested by the exclu-
sive representative pursuant to se,Aion 179.69, subdivision 3 or 5, is a defense to a
violation of this section, except as to essential employees. As to all public employees,
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no other unfair labor practice or violation of Laws 1973, Chapter 635 by a publicemployer shall be a violation of this section but may be considered by the courtin mitigation of or retraction of any penalties as to employees and employee org.mi-zations.
EEx1971 c 33 a 4; 1975 c 635 a 7, 83

179.65 RIGHTS AffD OBLIGATIONS OF EMPLOYEES.' Subdivision 1. Noth-ing contained in sections 179.61 to 179.77 shall be construed to limit, impair or af-fect the right of any public employee or his representative to the expression orcommunication of a view, grievance, complaint or opinion on any matter related tothe conditions or compensation of public emploiment or their betterment, so longas the same is not designed to and does not interfere with the full faithful andproper performance of the duties of employment or circumvent the rights of the
exclusive representative if there be one; nor shall it be construed to require anypublic employee to perform labor or services against his will. U no exclusive repre-
sentative has been certified, any public employee individually, or group of employees

'through their representative, shall have the right of expression or communication
of a view, grievance, complaint or opinion on any matter related to the conditions
or compensation of public employment or their betterment, by meeting with their
publie employdr or his representative so long as the same is not designed to anddoes not interfere with the full, fo.ithful ane proper performance of the duties ofemployment.

Subd. 2. Public employees shall have the right to form and join labor or ern .ployee organizations, and shall have the right not to form and join such organize-
Hons. Public employees in an appropriate unit shall have the right by secret ballot
to designate an exclusive representative for, the purpose of negotiating grievance
procedures and the terms and conditions of employment for such employees with
the employer of such unit. Except for employees-included in section 179.63, subdivi.sion 10, clause fcl, who shall be exempt from contributing until January 1, 1975
only, all public employees who are not members of the exclusive representative maybe required by said reptesentative to contribute a fair share fee for services ren-
dered by the exclusive representative, and the employer upon notification by the
exclusive representative of such employees shall be -obligated to check off said feefrom the earnings of 'he employee and transmit the same to the exclusive represen-
tative. In no instance all the required contribution exceed a pro rata share of the
specific expenses incurred for services rendered by the representative in relation-
ship to negotiations and administration of grievance procedures.

Subd. 3. Public employees who are professional employees as defined by sec-
tion 179.63, subdivision 10, have the right to meet and confer with public employers
regarding policies and matters not included under section 179.63, subdivision 19,
pursuant to section 179.73.

Subd. 4. Public employees through their certified exclusive representative
have the right and obligation to meet and negotiate In good faith with their ern-
ployer regarding grievance procedures and the terms and conditions of employ-ment, but such obligation does not compel the exclusive representative to agreeto a proposal or require the making of a concession.

Subd. 5. Public employees shall have the right to request and be allowed dues
check off for the exclusive representative. In the absence of an exclusive represen-tative, public employees shall have the right to request and be allowed duescheck off for the organizmon of their choice.

Subd. G. Supervisory and confidential employees, principals and assistantprincipals may form their own organizations. An employer shall extend exclusive
recognition to a representative of or an organization of supervisory or confidential
employees, or principals and assistant principals, for the purpose of negotiating
terms or conditions of employment, in accordance with all other provisions of Laws1973, Chapter 635, as though they were essential employees.

Subd. 7. An exclucive representative shall have the right to petition the directorfor arbitration under section 179.69, subdivision 3; provided the exclusive repre-sentative or the employer has first petitioned the director for mediation servicesas are available under section 179.69, subdivision 1.
[Ex1971 c 35 s 5; 1975 c 635 s 944]
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179.66 RIGTETS AND OBLIGATIONS OF EWLOYERS. Subdivision 1. Apublic employer is not required to meet and negotiate on matters of inherentmanagerial policy, which include, but are not limited to, such areas of discretionor policy as the functions and programs of the employer, its oN.-erall budget uti-lization of technology, the organizational structure and selection and direction andnumber of personnel.
Subd 2. A public employer has an obligation to meet and negotiate Ingood faith with the exclusive representative of the public employees in an apprcepriate unit regarding grievance procedures and the terms and conditions of em-ployment but such obligation does not compel the public employer or its repre .sentative to agree to a proposal or require the making of a concession.
Subd. 3. A public employer has the obligation to meet and confer with pro-fessional employees to discuss policies and those matters relating to their em-

ployment not included under section 1.79.63, subdivision 18, pursuant to secdon179.73.
Subd. 4. A public employer has the obligation to meet and negotiate in goodfaith with the exclusive representative of the supervisory employees, confidentialemployees, principals and assistant principals, regarding grievance procedures andthe terms and conditions of their employment, but such obligation does not compelthe public employer or its representative to agree to a proposal or require themaking of a concession.
Subd. 5. Any provision of any contract required by section 179.70, vhich of it-self or In its Implementation would be in violation of or in conflict with any statute

of the state of Minnesota or rule or regulation promulgated thereunder or provisionof a municipal home rule charter or ordinance or resolution adopted pursuant there-to, or rule of any state board or agency governing li5ensure or registration of an
employee, provided such rule, regulation, home rule charter, ordinance, or resolution
is not in conflict with sections 179.61 to 179.66 and shall be returned to the arbitratorfor an amendment to make the provision consistent with the statute, rifle, regula-
tion, charter, ordinance or resolution.

Subd. 6. Nothing in sections 179.61 to 179.77 shall be construed to impair,modify or otherwise alter, or indicata a policy contrary to the authority of thelegislature of the state of Minnesota to establish by law schedules of rates ofpay for its employees or the retirement or other fringe benefits related to thecompensation of such employees.
Subd. 7. The employer shall not meet and negotiate or meet and corder withany employee or group of employees who are at the time designated as a mem-ber or part of an appropriate employee unit except thsough the exclusive repre-sentatn.-e if one is certified for that unit or as provided for in section 179.69,subdivision 1.
Subd S An employer shall have the right to petition the director for arbi-tration under section 179.69, subdivision 3; proided the exclusive representativeor the employer has first petitioned the director for mediation services as areavailable under section 179.69, subdivision 1.
Subd. 9. An employer may hire and pay for arbitrators desired or requiredby the provisions of sections 179.61 to 179.77.
Subd. 10. A public employer must afford reasonable time aff to elected officers

or appointed representatives of the exclusive representative for the purposes of con .ducting the duties of the exclusive representative and must, upon request, providefor leaves of absence to elected or appointed officials of the exclusive repersentative.
Ex1971 c 3.7 s 6; 197,3 c 635 s 15-17]

179.67 EXCLUSIVE REI.BUSENTATION; ELECTIONS; DECERTIFICATION.Subdivision 1. Any employee organization holding formal recognition by order ofthe director or by employer voluntary recognition on the effective date of ExtraSession Laws 1971, Chapter. 33 under any law that is repealed by Extra SessionLaws 1971, Chapter 33 le hereby certified as the exclusive representative until suchtime as it is decertified or another representative is certified in its place pursuantto Extra Session Laws 1971, Chapter 33. Any teacher organization as defined bysection 123.20, subdivision 3 who on the effective date of Extra Session Laws 1971,Chapter :3:3 Ii majority fo' it members on a teacher's council In a school dis.
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'Lila as provided in section 125.22 is hereby certified as the exclusive representa-tive of all teachers of that school district until such time as the organization isdecertified or another organization Is certified in its place pursuant to sections179.61 to 179.77.
Subd. 2. An employee organization may be cerlified as the exclusive repre-sentative of public employees in an appropriate unit upon complying with and

qualifying under the provisions of this section.
Subd. 3. The director may certify an employee organization as an exclusiverepresentative in an appropriate unit upon the joint request of the employer andthe organization if, after investigation he finds that no unfair labor practice wascommitted in initiating and submitting the joint request and that the employeeorganization does in fact represent over 50 percent of the employees in the

appropriate unit. The provisions of this subdivision shall not in any case reducethe time period or nullify any bar to the employee organization's certification
existing at the time of the filing of the joint request.

Subd. 4. Any employee organization may obtain a certification election uponpetition to the director wherein it is stated that at least 30 percent of the em-ployees of a proposed employee unit wish to be represented by the petitioner orthat the certified representative no longer represents the majority of emplosvesIn the unit.
Subd. 5. The director shall, upon receipt of an employee organization's peti-tion to the- director wherein it is stated that at least 30 percent of the employeesof a proposed employee unit wish to be represented by the petitioner or that theexclusive representative of a unit no longer represents the majority of the em-ployees in the unit investigate to determine if sufficient evidence of a questionof representation exists and hold hearings as necessary to deterrnine the appno.priate unit and such other matters as may be necessary to determine the repre .sentation rights of the affected employees and employer.
Subd. 6. In determining the numerical status of an employee organizationfor purposes of subdivisions Z 3, 4, and a the director shall require representa-

tion authorization signatures of affected employees as verification of the state-ments contained in the joint request or petitions. Such authorization signatures
shall be privileged and., confidential inlormation available to the director onlyand shall be dated.

Subd. 7. An employee organization shall be certified as the exclusive repre-sentative of an appropriate unit upon receiving a majority of those votes cast in
the appropriate unit at a certification election.

Subd. S. The director shall issue his order providing for a secret ballot elec-tion by the employees in a designated appropriate unit. The election shall beheld in the premises where those voting are employed unless the director shall
determine that the election cannot be fairly held, in which case it shall be heldat such a place as the director shall determine.

Subd. 9. The ballot in a certification election may contain as many names of
representative candidates as have demonstrated that the candidate has 30 percentof the employees in the unit desiring it as their exclusive representative. The bal-lots shall, in every case contain an appropriate space for employees to indicate
that no representation is desired.

Subd. 10. The director shall provide for and count absentee ballots in allelections.
Subd. 11. If no choice on the ballot receives a majority of,those votes cast in theunit, the director shall conduct a run off election wherein the ballot shall contain

only the two choices receiving the greater number of votes.
Subd. 12. Upon a representative candidate receiving a majority of those votescast in a unit, the director shall certify that representative candidate as the ex-elusive representative of all employees in the unit.
Subd. 13. Upon a finding by the director of an unfair labor practice beingcommitted by an employer or representative candidate or an employee or groupof employees, which unfair labor practice affected the result of an election heldpursuant to this section, the director may void such election result and order anew election.
Subd. 14. Upon the duector certifying an exclusive representative, he shall
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not consider the question again for a period of one year, unless the exclusive
representative is decertified by a court of competent jurisdiction, or by thedirector as authorized by section 179.71.

(E;11971 c 33 s 7; 1973 c 635 s 18-201
179.08 UNFAIR PRACTICES. Subdivision 1. The practices specined in thissection are unfair practices. Any employee, employer, employee or employer or-

ganization, exclusive representative, or any other person or organization aggrieved
by an unfair )abor practice as defined in sections 179.61 to 179.77 may bring an ac-tion in district court of the county wherein the practice is alleged to have occurred
for injunctive relief and for damages caused by such unfair labor practice.

Subd. 2. Public employers, their agents or representatives are prohibited from;(1) interfering, restraining or coercing employees in the exercise of the rights
guaranteed in sections 179.61 to 179.77;

(2) dominating or interfering with the formation, existence or administration
of any employee organization or contributing other support to it;

(3) discriminating in regard to hire or tenure to encourage or discourage mem-bership in an employee organization;
(4) discharging or otherwise discriminating against an employee because he hassigned or filed an affidavit. petition or complaint or given any information or tes-

timony under sections 179.61 to 179.77;
(5) refusing to meet and negotiate in good faith with the exclusive representa-tive of its employees in an appropriate unit;
(6) refusing to comply with grievance procedures contained in an agreementas required by section 179.70;
(7) distributing or cculating any blacklist of individuals exercising any legalright or of members of a labor organization for the purpose of preventing indi-viduals so blacklisted from obtaining or retaining employment;
(8) violating any of the rules and regulations established by the director regu-lating the conduct of representation elections or
(9) refusing to comply with the provisions of a valid decision of a binang ar-bitration panel or arbitrator acting pursuant to sections 179.61 to 179.77;
(ID) violating or refusing to comply with any lawful order or decision issuedby the director or the board;
(11) refusing to provide upon the request of the exclusive representative all in-formation pertaining to the public employer's budget both present and proposed,

revenues and other financing information. In the executive branch of state govern-Ment, the provisions of this clause shall not be considered contrary to the budgetary
requirements set forth in sections 16.14, 16.15 and 16.155.

Subd. 3. Employee organizations, their agents or representatives, and publicemployees are prohibited from:
(1) restraining or coercing employees in the exercise of their rights as providedin sections 179.61 to 179.77;
(2) restraining or coercing a public employer in the election of his representa-tives to be employed for the purposes of meeting and negotiating or the adjustmentof grievances:
(3) refusing to meet and negotiate in good faith with a public employer, if theyhave been designated in accordance with the provisions of sections 179.61 to 179.77

as the exclusive representative of employees in an appropriate unit;
(4) violating any of the rules and re7ulations established by the director regu-lating the conduct of representation elections;
(5) refwdrig to comply with the provisions of a valid decision of an arbitrationpanel or arbitrator acting pursuant to sections 179.61 to 179.77;
(6) calling. instituting, maintaining or conducting a strike or boycott against

any public employer on account of any jurisdictional controversy;
(7) coercing or restraining any person with the effect to:(a) force or require any public employer to cease dealing or doing businesswith any other person or:
(b) tome or require a public employer to recognize for representation purposes

an employee organization not certified by the director;
(el refuse to handle goods or perform services;
WI 1,r( venting ;In emroovoe from pruividinq service to ti,- employer:
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(8) committing any act designed to damage or actually damaging physical prop.
erty or endangering the safety of persons while engaging in a strike;

(9) forcing or requiring any employer to assign particular work to employees
in a particular employee organization or in a particular trade, craft, or class rather
than to employees in another employee organization or in another trade, craft or
class;

(10) causing or attempting to cause a publiC employer to pay or deliver or
agree to pay or deliver any money or other thing of value, in the nature of an exac-
tion, for services which are not performed or not to be performed;

(11) engaging in an unlawful strike;
(12) picketing which has an unlawful purpose such as secondary boycott;
(13) picketing which unreasonably interferes with the ingress and egress to

facilities of the public employer;
(14) seizing or occupying or destroying property of the employer;
(15) violating or refusing to comply with any lawful order or decision Issued

by the director of the board as authorized by sections 179.61 to 179.77.
(Ex2971 c 33 s 8; 1973 c 494 $ 9; 1973 c 615 a 21]
179.69 PROCEDUTIES. Subdivision 1. When any employees or representa-

tive of employees shall desire to meet and negotiate an agreement establishing
terms and conditions of -employment, they shall give written notice to the employer
and the director, and it shall thereupon be the duty of the employer to recognize
the employee representative for purposes of reaching agreement on terms and condi-
tions of employment of the employees or the employer shall within ten days of re-
ceipt of the written notice object or refuse to recognize the employees' representa-
tive or the employees as an appropriate unit. The employer or employees' repre-
sentative may thereupon petition the director to take jurisdiction of the matter
whereupon the director shall then be authorized and shall perform those duties as
provided in section 179.71, subdivision 2 (a) and (b).

Upon the certified exclusive represdntative and the employer reaching agreement
on terms and conditions of employment, they shall execute a written contract or
memorandum of contract containing the terms of such agreement The contracts or
memoranda shall in every instance be subject to the provisions of section 179.70.

A- petition by an employer shall be signed by him or his duly authorized officer
or agent; and a petition by an exclusive representative shall be signed by its au-
thorized officer. In either case the petition shall be served by delivering it to the
director in person or by sending it by certified mail addressed to him at his office.
The petition shall state briefly the nature of the' disagreement of the parties. Upon
receipt of a petition, the director, or by September 1, whichever date is earlier shall
fix a time and place for a conference with the parties to .the matter upon the issues
involved in the Matter, and he shall then take whatever steps he deems most expe-
dient to bring about a settlement of the matter, including assisting in negotiating
and drafting an agreement. It shall be the duty of all parties to respond to the
summons of the director for joint or several conferences with him and to conttnue
in such conference until excused by the director.

Subd. 2. All negotiations, mediation sessions, and hearings between public em-
ployers and public employees or their respective representatives shall be public
meetings except when otherwise provided by the director.

Subd. 3. The director shall only certify a matter to the board when either or
both parties, except for essential employees, petition for binding arbitration stating
that an impasse has been reached and the director has determined that further
mediation efforts under subdivision 1 would serve no purpose. Upon such petition
and determination by the mediator, the parties shall each submit their respective
final positions on matters not agreed upon, If the employer has petitioned for bind-
ing arbitration and the direefor has determined that an impasse has been reached
said proceeding's shall begin within 15 days thereof and be binding on both parties.
The director shall determine the matters not agreed upon based upon his efforts to
mediate the dispute. If the employee representative has petitioned for binding ar-
bitration the employer sitall have 15 days after the director of mediation has deter-
mined that an impasse has been reached to reject the request or agree to submit
matters not agreed upon to binding arbitration. If the employer does not respond
within 15 days it shall be regarded as a rejection and said rejection shall be a re-
fusal by the employer within the meaning of section 179.64, subdivision 7. Under a
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excluded from arbitration.
petition by either party the parties may stipulate those agreed up) to

, ittebneSubd. 4. The employer and exclusive representative shall exe6,
contract or memorandum of contract as provided in section 179.70 al4lmus 90 days
prior to the last date the employer is required by statute, charter, or#SAdriee, Dr re-
solution, to submit its tax levy or budget, or certify the taxes votedhA the aPpro-
prtate public officer, agency, public body or office, or by September 1, 7ttebever date
is earlier.

Subd. 5. In the event the employer and exclusive representative lot to efieCtite
a contract pursuant to subdivision 4, they shall each submit their r11,"pective final

public officer, agency, public body or office, or by October 1, whichever
except in the case of the executive branch of state government. wherdVe firial

parties to the director at least 75 days prior to the last date the eNitulFe'r is re-quired to submit its tax levy or budget, or certify the taxes voted to tiTu

positions on those terms and conditions of employment not

for submission of final positions shall he Novemtler 15 of even-nu'Aot.fel -ears .

appropriate

would serve no purpose. If the employer has petitioned for binding aOltlittaltio0 said

Either or both parties except for essential employees may after
the director for binding arbitration stating that an impasse has beeOpched andthe director has determined that further mediation efforts under 10,4141olun 1

mediate the dispute. If the employee representative has petitione,Yof binding

proceedings shall begin within 15 days thereof and be binding on botArAdrtie5,
director shall determine the matters not agreed upon based upon r

has determined that an impasse has been reached to reject the reque1,4itdbi -agree to

respond within 15 days it shall be regarded as a rejection and said rkaciiOnbe a refusal by the employer within the meaning of section 179,64, 'Ocjivision 7.

submit matters not agreed upon to binding arbitration. If the ernpl(Vr, doe5

arbitration the employer shall have 15 days after the director
,41 r,

Under a petition by either party the parties may stipulate those agree% wortto be excluded from arbitration. Notwithstanding a failure to como4 aith sub-divisions 3, 4, and 5, the director may maintain jurisdiction under 41(tvn 09.71,-subdivision 2.
Subd. 6. Upon the director certifying a dispute under subdivision

board and under either subdivision 3 or 5 the employer has petitionefiarbitration or the employee representative has petitioned for bindirdand said petition has been agreed upon by the employer representati
requisite 15 days, the board shall take jurisdiction of the matter and
cordance with section 179.72. If the employer has riot petitioned for bi
tion under subdivision 3 or 5 or if the employer has not joined in all,,
petition for binding arbitration under subdivision 3 or 5. section 179.7M
6 shall not be applicable. If no petition has been filed within the tli,under subdivision 3 or 5, at any time thereafter the parties may invobtsions of subdivision 3 or 5 and section 179.72, subdivision 6 shall be 410

Subd. 7. [Repealed, 1973 c 635 s 37]
fEx1971 c 53 s 9; 1973 c 695 s 22-24; 1974 c 114 s 1; 1974 c 128 a 1, el
119.70 CONTRACTS: GRIEVANCES: ARBITRATION. SubdivAtAp ,written contract or memorandum of contract containing the agreed up1rrrjj and

conditions of employment and such other matters as may be acreed likoto the
employer and exclusive representative shall be executed by the part ?le 'Pra-tfall of the contract shall be negotiable except in DO event shall corark% be for aterm exceeding three years. Any contract between employer school b/Vd arid anexclusive representative of teachers shall in evetT instance be for an iqiiktiaI termof one year commencing on July 1, 1974. through June 30, 1975. and tOtofvfttla, for
a term of two years heginninff en Julv 1 of each odd-numbered veal% Pli entrdetsshall include a grievance proce'clure wl"fich shall provide ccmpulsory bin I aabltra-tion of grievances. In the event that the parties cannot reach agree cln thegrievance procedure, they shall be subject to the grievance procedure #Q&CltCd
by the director pursuant to section 179.71, subdivision 5, clause i i). U

Subd. 2. The employer shall implement the terms of the contract A, ole formof an ordinance or resolution. If the implementation of the terms of tIllita imitractiequir, the adopti,.n of a law_ 1.r.linin,7., nr ehartpr amendment, the emfVo ar Pahl
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make every reasonable effort to propose and secure the enactment of such law,
ordinance, resolution, or charter amendment.

Subd. 3. In the event the employer and exclusive representative are bound by
the terms of any arbitration decision of the arbitration panel or other terms estab-
lished by operation of law, they shall execute a written contract or memorandum of
contract containing the terms of such arbitration decision or such terms as are
established by law. Upon execution of such contract, the employer shall implement
its terms as required by subdivision 2.

Subd. 4. If the parties to a contract cannot agree upon_ an Arbitrator or arbitra-
tors as provided by the contract grievance procedures or the procedures established
by the director, the parties shall, under direction of the chairman of the board,
alternately strike names from a list of five arbitrators selected by the board until
only one name remains which arbitrator shall make his decision regarding the
grievance and it shall be binding upon the parties. The parties shall share equallythe costs and fees of the arbitrator.

Subd. 5. All arbitration Recisions authorized or required by a grievance pro-
cedure shall be subject to those limitations of arbitration decisiens contained in
section 17972, subdivision 7. Further, Upon rendering any arbitration decision au .
thorized or required by a grievance proCedure the arbitrator shall transmit both
to the board and to the director a copy of his decision and any written explanation
thereof. Should any issues submitted to arbitration be settled voluntarily before the
arbitrator issues his decision, notice of such settlement shall be made by the arbitra-
tor in a report Issued both to the board and to the director.

Subd. 6. For purposes of this section, "grievance" means a dispute or disagree-
ment as to the interpretation or application of any territ or terms of any contract'
required by this section.

(gx1971 c 33 8 10; 1973 c 635 s 25; 1974 c 247 s 13
179.71 DIRECTOR'S POWER, AUTHORITY AND DUTIES. Subdivision 1.

The director of mediation services is authorized to and shall perform those duties
provided in this section.

Subd. 2. The director shall accept and investigate all petitions for:
(a) certification or decertification as the exclusive representatii:e of an ap-

propriate unit;
(b) mediation services;
(c) any election or other voting procedures provided for in sections 179.61 te17937;
(d) certification to the board of arbitration.
Subd. 3. The director shall determine appropriate- units. In determining the

appropriate unit he shall take into consideration, along with other relevant factors,
the principles and the coverage of uniform comprehensive position classification and
compensation plans of the ernployees, invon:ernent of professions and skilled crafts
and other occupational classifications, relevant administrative and supervisory levels
of authority, geographical location, and the recommendation .of the parties and
shall place particular importance upon the history and extent of organization and
the desires of the petitioning employee representatives.

In addition, with regard to the inclusion or exclusion of supervisory employees,
the director roust find that an employee may perform or effectively recommend a
majority of those functions referred to in section 179.63, subdivisions 9 or 9a before
an employee may be excluded as supervisory. However, in every case the adminis-
trative head, and his assistant, of a rounicipalitv, municipal utility, police cr fire
department shall be considered a supervisory eruplo3.ee.

He shall not designate an appropriate unit which includes emplize.ves subject to
section 179.63, subdivision 11, with employees not included in section 179.63, sub-
division 11.

Subd. 4. Public employers and exclusive representatives of employees may
voluntarily participate in joint negotiations in similar or identical appropriate units.
It is the policy of sections 179.61 to 17977 to encourage such areawide negotiations
and the director shall encourage it whenever possible.

Subd. 5. In addition to ail other duties imposed by this section, the director
shall:

(a) retain mediation jurisdiction over the parties for purposes of this subdivi-
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sion until such time as the parties reach agreement; provided, however, he may
continue to assist parties after the parties have submitted their final positions as
provided or required under section 179.72, subdivision 6; or section 179.69, subdivi-

.slon 6;
(b) issue notices, subpoenas and orders as may be required by law to carry

out his duties under sections 179.61 to 179.77. Issuance of orders shall include those
orders of the Minnesota public employment relations board;

(e) certify to the Minnesota public employment relations board those items of
dispute between parties to be subject to the action of the Minnesota public employ-
ment relations board under section 179,69, subdivision 3;

(d) assiit the parties in formulating petitions, notices, and other papers re-
quired to be filed with the director or the board;

(e) certify the final results of any election or other voting procedure conducted
pursuant to sections 179.61 to 179.77:

(f) furnish clerical and administrative services to the Minnesota public employ-
ment relations board as may be required;

(g) adopt reasonable and proper rules and regulations relative to and regulat-
ing the forms of petitions, notices, orders and the conduct of hearings and elections
subject to final approval of the Minnesota public employment relations board. Such
rules and regulations shall be printed and made available to the public and a copy
delivered with each notice of hearing; provided, that every such rule or regulation
shall be filed with thaseeretary of State, and any change therein or additions thereto
shall not take effect until 20 eittys after such filing;

(h) receive, catalogue and file in a logical manner all orders and decisions of
the Minnesota public employment relations board and all arbitration panels au-
thorized-by sections 179.61 to 179.77 as well as all grievance arbitration decisions
and the director's own orders and decisions. All orders and decisions catalogued
and filed shall be made readily available to the public;

(1) promulgate a grievance procedure to effectuate the purposes of section
179,70, subdivision 1. -Such grievance procedures shall not provide for the services
of the bureau of mediation services. The exercise of authority granted by this clause
shall be subject to the provisions of chapter 15; said grievance procedure to be avail-
able to any public employee employed in a unit not covered by a negotiated griev-
ance procedure as contained In section 179.70, subdivision 1;

(j) conduct elections.
Subd. 6. The director may at the request of a certified exclusive representative

or employer who is a party to a labor dispute render assistance in settling the dis-
pute without the necessity of filing the petition referred to in section 179.69, sub-
division 1. If the director takes-mediation jurisdiction of the dispute as a result of
such a request, he shall then proceed as provided in section 179.69.

Subd. 7. 'The director shall not furnish mediation services to any employees nor
any employee representative who Ls not at the time certified as an exclusive repre-sentative.

Subd. S. Hearings and mediation meetings authorized by this section shall beheld in the- county which best meets the conveniences of the witnesses, but such
hearings may be held at a time and place as is agreed to by the petitioner and those
parties affected by the petition.

(Ex1971 c 33 s 11; 1973 c 635 s 26, 271
179.72 PUBLIC E3IPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD: POWERS AND DU-

TEES; ARBITRATION. Subdivision 1. There is hereby established a public employ-
ment relations board with the powers and duties assigned to it by this section. Theboard shall consist of five members appointed by the governor of the state of Min-
nesota. Two members shall be representative of public employees; two shall be rep-
resentative of public employers: and one shall be representative of the public at
large. Public employers and employee organizations representing public employees
may submit for consideratien names of persons representing their interests to serve
as members of the board. Members shall be appointed for a term of four years,except that of the members first appointed two shall be appointed for a term ending
the first Monday in April, 1974, and three for a term to expire on the first Monday
In April, 1976. Members shall hold orrice until their successors are appointed and
qualified and vacancies shall be filled by the governor of the state of Minnesota
for the unexpired term. The board shall select one of its members to serve as chair-
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man for a term beginning May 1 each year. The director of mediation services sha.
provide secretarial and administrative services to the board.

Subd. 2, The board shall adopt its own rules governing its procedure and shallhold regular and special meetings as are prescribed in such rules. The chairman
shall preside at meetings of the board. Members of the board shall be reimbursed
at the rate of $35 per day when in attendance at meetings Of the board and shallbe allowed their actual and necessary travel or other expenses incurred in the per- .forrnance of their duties pursuant to the laws and rules governing such expensesfor state employees.

Subd. 3, in addition to the other powers and duties given it by law, the board
has the following powers and duties:

(a) to hear and decide issues relating to the meaning of the terms "supervi-
sory employee". "conildential employee", "essential employee" or "professional em-ployee", as defined by section 179.63;

(b) to hear and decide appeals from determinations of the director relatilig to
the appropriateness of a unit under section 179.67;

(c) to approve or disapprove the rules and regulations promulgated by the di-
rector under section 17931, subdivision 5, clause (g).

Subd. 4. The board shall adopt rules pursuant to chapter 15 governing the
presentation of Issues relating to matters included in subdivision 3; and the takingof such appeals. All issues and appeals Presented to the board shall be determined
upon the record established by the director of mediation, except that the board atits discretion may request additional evidence when necessary or helpful.

Subd. 5. The board shall maintain a list of names of arbitrators* qualified byexperience and training in the field of labor management negotiations and arbitra-
Um. Names on the list may be selected and removed at any time by a majority of
the board. In maintaining the list of such persons the board shall, to the maximum
extent possible, select persons from varying geographical areas of the state.

Subd. G. When final positions certified to the tioard as provided in section
179.69, subdivision 3, or submitted to the board as provided In section 179.69, sub-division 5, the board shall constitute an arbitration panel as follows:

The parties shall, under the direction of the chairman of the board, alter-nately strike names from a list of seven arbitrators until only three names re-
main, which three members shall be members of the panel; provided, however,that by mutual agreement the parties may select a single arbitrator to hear the
dispute. If the parties are unable to agree on who shall strike the first name,
the question shall be decided by the flip of a coin. In submitting names of arbi-
trators to the parties the board shall endeavor whenever possible to includenames of persons from the general geographical area in which the public em-ployer Is located. The panel shall assume and have jurisfflction over the items
of dispute certified to the board for which the panel was constituted. The panel'sorders shall be issued upon a majority vote of members considering a given ells-pute. The members of the panel shall be paid their actual and necessary tiavel.ing and other expenses incurred In the performance of their duties plus a perdiem allowance of $100 for each day or part thereof while engaged in the con-sideration of a dispute. All expenses and costs of the panel shall be shared andassessed equally to the parties to the dispute.

Subd. 7. The arbitration panel or arbitrator selected by the parties shall resolvethe issues in dispute between the parties as submitted by the board, and the panel'sdecision and order shall be final and binding upon the parties. Provided, however,that no decision of the panel which violates any provision of the laws of Minnesota
or rules or regulations promulgated thereunder or municipal charters or ordinances
or resolutions enacted pursuant thereto, or which causes a penalty to be incurred
thereunder, shall have any force or effect. In considering a dispute and issuing itsorder the panel shall give due consideration to the stautory rights and obligations
of public employers to efficiently manage and conduct its operations within the legal
limitations surrounding the financing of such operations. The panel's orders shall beissued by a majority vote of its members considering a given dispute. The panel
shall have no jurisdiction over nor authority to entertain any matter or issue not
within the definition stated in section 179.63, subdivision 13; provided, however, itemsnot within terms" arid conditions of employment may be included in an arbitration
decision if such items are contained in the employer's final position. Any issue cr
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order or part 'thereof Issued by the pansl determining any matter not included under
section 179.63, subdivision IS ol the employer's final position shall be void and of tie
effect-The panel shall render its decision within ten days from the date that all
arbitration proceedings have been concluded, but in any event must issue its order
by the last date the employer is required by statute, charter, ordinance or resolu-
tion to submit its tax levy or budget or certify its taxes voted to the appropriate
public officer, agency, public body or office, or by November 1, whichever date is
earlier. The panel's order shall be for such period as the panel shall direct, except
that orders determining contracts fer teacher units shall be effective to the end of
the contract period as determined by section 179.70, subdivision 1.

Subd. S. The arbitration panel may issue subpoenas requiring the attend-
ance and testimony of witnesses and the production of evidence which relates
to any matter involved in any dispute before it. The panel may administer oaths
and affidavits, and may examine witnesses. Attendance (If witnesses and the
production of evidence may be required from any place In the state at any
designated place of hearing; provided, however, the panel's meeting shall be
held in the county in which the principal administrative ornces of the employer
are located, unless another location Is selected by agreement of the parties. In
case of contumacy or refusal to obey a subpoena issued under this section, the
district court of the state for the county where the proceeding is pending or in
which the persan guilty of such contumacy or refusal to obey is found, or resides,
or transacts business shall on application of the panel have jurisdiction to issue
to such person an order requiring such person to appear before the panel, there
to produce evidence as so ordered, or there to give testimony touching the mat.
ters in issue, and any failure to obey such order of the court may be punished
by the court as a contempt thereof.

Subd. 9. Upon issuing its decision and order involving any dispute, the panel
shall transmit the order and any written decision explaining the order to the board
and to the director and to the appropriate representative or officer of the public
employer and the employees. Should any issues submitted to arbitration be settled
voluntarily before the arbitrator Issues his decision, notice of such settlement shall
be made by the arbitrator in a report issued both to the board and to the director.

Subd. 10. At the request of the exclusive representative to a dispute Involving
any essential employees, the board shall proceed in accordance with section 179.72
and the order shall be binding on both parties. The parties may stipulate those
agreed upon items to be excluded from arbitration.

Subd. 11. [Repealed. 1973 c 635 s 371

Subd. 12. The parties to -an arbitration proceeding may at any time prior to
fter issuance of an order of the arbitration panel, agree and settle upon

terms and conditions of employment regardless of the terms and conditions of
employment determined by the order. The parties shall, If so agreeing and set-
tling, execute a written contract or memorandum of contract pursuant to section
179.70, subdivision 1.

Subd. 13. [Repealed. 1973 c 635 s 371
[P.r1971 c 33 S 12: 1973 c 633 s 28-31; 1974 c 246 s 1; 1974 c 247 s 21

179.73 POLICY CONSULTANTS. Subdivision 1. The legislature recognizes
that professional employees possess knowledge, expertise, and dedication which
is helpful and necessary to the operation and quality of public services and
which may assist public employers in developing their policies. It is, therefore.
the policy of this state to encourage close cooperation between public employers
and professional employees by providing for discussions and the mutual exchange
of ideas regarefing all matters not specified under section 179.63, subdivision 18.

Subd. 2. The professional employees shall select a representative to meet and
confer with a representative or committee of the public employer on matters not
specified under section 179.63, suhdivision 18 relating to the services being provided
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to the public. The Public employer shall provide the facilities and set the time forsuch conferences to take place, provided that the parties shall meet together atleast once every four months.
Subd. 3. [Repealed, 1973 c 635 s 371
Subd. 4. (Repealed, 1973 c 635 s 37)
Subd. 5. [Repealed, 1973 c 635 s 371
(Ex1971 c 35 s 13; 1973 c 35 s 41; 1973 c 635 s 32]
179.74 STATE AND ITS EMPLOYEES; NEGOTIATIONS; APPROPRIATEUNITS. Subdivision 1. For purposes of this section the term "appointing au,thority" has the meaning given it by section 43.01, subdivision 11,
Subd. 2. The employer of state employees shall be, for purposes of sections179.61 to179.77, the commissioner of personnel or his representative. If the commis-sioner is succeeded'in his personnel functions by another state officer, he shall be theemployer of state employees for the purposes of sections 179.61 to 179.77.
Subd. 3. In all negotiations between the state and exclusive representativesthe state shall he represented by the commissioner of personnel or his representa-five. The attorney general, and each appointing 'authority shall cooperate with thecommissioner of personnel in conducting negotiations and shall make available suchpersonnel and other resources as are necessary to enable the commissioner to con-duct effective negotiations,
Subd. 4, The commissioner of personnel shall meet and negotiate with theexclusive representative of appropriate units in the manner prescribed by sections179.61 to 179.77; provided, however, that the director of mediation services shall de-fine anpropriate units of state employees as all the employees under the same ap-point'-.)g authority except where professional, geographical or other considerationsaffecting employment relations clearly require appropriate units of some othercomposition. Regardless of unit determination, the governor may upon the unani-mous written request of exclusive representatives of units and appointing au-thorities direct that negotiations be conducted for one or more appointing authori-ties in a common proceeding.

Subd. 5. The commissioner of personnel is authorized to and may enter intoagreements. The provisions of said agreements which establish wages and economicfringe benefits shall be submitted to the legislature- to be accepted, rejected ormodified.
[Ex1971 c 33 a 14; 1973 c 507 s 99, 45; 1973 c.635 s 33-351

9.75 APPLICATION OFSECTIONS 185.07 TO 185.19.
Subdivision 1. [Repealed, 1973 c 635 s 371
Subd. 2. [Repealed, 1973 c 635 s 37]
Subd. 3. [Repealed, 1973 c 633 s 37]
Subd. 4. [Repealed, 1973 c 635 s 373
Subd. 5- [Repealed, 1973 c 635 s 373
Subd. 6. [Repealed, 1973 c 635 s 373
Subd. 7. (Repealed, 1973 c 635 s 37)
Subd. 8. Minnesota Statutes 1971, Sections 185.07 to 185.19, shall apply to allpublic employees, including those specifically excepted from the definition of publicemployee in section 179.63, subdivision 7. except as sections 185.07 to 185.19 may beinconsistent with section 179.68.
Subd. 9. [Repealed, 1973 c 635 S 373
[Ez1971 c 33 a 15; 1973 c 635 s 36]

179.76 INDEPENDENT REVIEW. It shall be the public policy of the state ofMinnesota that every public employee should be provided with the right of inde-pendent review, by a disinterested person or agency, of any grievance arisingout of the interpretation of or adherence to terms and conditions of employment.When such review is not provided under statutory, charter, or ordinance provi-sions for a cwil service or merit system, the governmental agency may providefor such review consistent with the provisions of law or charter. If no otherprocedure exists for the independent review of such grievances, the employeemay present his grievance to the public employment relatioOs panel under pro-cedures tniablished by the board.
(Ex1971 c 33 s 16)
179.77 (Repealed, 1973 c 635 s 37)
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3.

1974-1975 CLASS SIZE DATA BY LEVEL
OF INSTRUCTION IN THE STATE,
REGION AND SCHOOL DISTRICT

INTRODUCTION

The tables in this paper present a comprehensive view of the
1974-75 elementary; secondary; administrative, supervisory and
special personnel; and, total full time equivalency (FTE) professional
staff class size ratios by region, state, and school districts. This
data is unique in that it presents the school district ratios by
school district size, 1974-75 adjusted maintenance cost per pupil
unit, 1974-75 EARC (Equalization Aid Review Committee) valuation
per pupil unit,and enrollment trend from 1970 to 1974.

Table I depicts the aggregation of the class size ratios by
level of instruction in the regions and the state. The definitions
of the terms and parameters used in this table can be found in the
definitions section of this paper.

Insert Table 1 Here

Table 2 presents the high and low school districts in the
upper quartile and the high and low school districts in the lower
quartile of the elementary; secondary; administrative, supervisory
and special personnel and total full time equivalency (FTE)
professional staff class size ratios. This table demonstrates the
range of class size ratios in the state of Minnesota. Those .school
districts found to be in error due to inconsistency in the school
districts reporting of middle school enrollments and staff are
excluded form this table. These latter school districts have an
asterisk by their name in Table 3.

Insert Table 2 Here

Table 3 depicts the class size ratios by level of instruction
in each school district. Because of the inconsistency in how the
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viewed with caution. Such districts have been identified in
elementary and secondary data from these school districts mu-t be

school distric reported middle school enrollments and staf to

Table3 with an asterisk.

Insert Table 3 Here

VATA SOURCES NIV DEFINITIONS

Data_Sources

1974-75 Fall Enrollment: Minnesota State Department o f EdUost
School District Fall Reports (F23-5)

1974-75 Adjusted Maintenance Cost per pupil unit: M neesota note
Department of Education

1974-75 EARC (Equalization Aid Review Committee) valuation per
pupil unit: Minnesota Department of Education

1974-75 Personnel data: Minnesota State Department of Eduoatio,

Enrollment Trends (1970-71 to 1974-75): This is the percentage
change in enrollments from the October 1, 1970 to October
1974 data taken from the State Department of Education
School District Fall Reports (F23-5)

Definitions

Type of District: Each school district has been classified by
a four-digit number (e.g. 1 3 1 3). Each digit rsPresento
the following:

a. First digit = District size:

1 = 0-299 students enrolled
2 = 300-799 students enrolled
3 = 800-4799 students enrolled
4 = 1800 plus students enrolle.
5 = enrollment in the Cities of the

-first class school districts

b Second.digit = Adju ted Maintenance Cost per

1 = $0-749
2 = $750-949
3 = $950 plus

pupil

Third digit = 1974-75 EARC valuation per pupil unit:

1 $0-7999
2 $8000-15999
3 $16000 plus

3 3 5
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Fourth digit 1970-71 to 1974-75 enrollment trend;

1 3. 10% or more growth

2 6% to 9% growth
3 5% growth to 5% decline
4 am 62 to9% decline
5 10% or more decline

Enrollment: The enrollment factors for the levels is as follows:

Ele entary: Grades 1-6 enrollment, excluding elementary
handicapped students.

Secondary: Grades 7-12 enrollment, excluding secondary
handicapped students.

Administration: Grades K-12 enrollment including all hand-

icapped students.

Total professional: Grades K-12 enrollment including all
handicapped students.

FTE Teachers or staff: The classification of staff used in tbe

levels of instruction is as follows:

Elementary: Grades 1-6 classroom teachers.

Secondary: Grades 7-12 classroom teachers.

Administration: All full time equivalency (FTE) administrattve,
supervisory and special personnel who do not
spend this portion of their FTE in the class-

room.

Total Professional: Total full time equivalency (FTE) professional

staff in the school district, excluding
post-secondary and adult education staff.

Pupil/(teacher or staff) rank: This is the ranking of class size

ratios by level of instruction.

Table 1: The ranking ranges form 1,being the highest
or largest class size ratio by region and state,

whereas 12 is the lowest or smallest class
size ratio.

Table 3: The ranking ranges from 1 being the highest
or largest class size to 436 which is the lowest

or smallest class size ratio by level of in-

struction in the school districts.

Average weekly salary: This is the salaries of the full time
equivalency(FTE) professional staff in each level of
instruction divided by the total number in that category.

Average weekly salary rank: This is the ranking of average weekly

salaries by level of instruction.

Table 1: The ranking ranges from 1 being the highest
salaries per week to 12 which is the lowest
salaries per week in the regions and state.
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Table 3: The ranking ranges from 1 to 436. A ranking
of l'indicates the highest average weekly salaries
per week; 436 indicates the lowest average L'
salaries per week by level of instruction.
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REGION

TABLE 1

FTE PUPIL/ W. WEEKLY FIT
TEACHERS (TEACHER OR STAFF) (TEACHER OR STAFF)

ENROLLMENT OR STAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 9819 474.9 2007 12 5 269.16 1101
SECONDARY 12227 664.2 18.4 11 S 281.61 11ADMINSTR, 23732 114,6 207.1 12 8 382.44 10TOTAL PROF 23732 1530.5 15.5 11 S 284.27 12

02 ELEMENTARY 6330 255.9 24.7 2 $ 270.71 10SECONDARY 7701 396.3 19.4 8 S 289.94 8 'ADMINSTR. 14942 60.2 248.1 6 S 391.67 8TOTAL PROF 14942 893.9 16.7 8 S 288.26 -91

03 ELEMENTARY 32406 1364.7 23.7 5 S 315.46 2SECONDARY 41335 1996.3 20.7 4 S 334.33 2ADM1N5TR. 78693 299.9 262.4 2 S 434.87 3TOTAL PROF 78693 4427.1 17.8 3 S 333.05 2

04 ELEMENTARY 17261 779.9 22.1 9 S 279.29 SSECONDARY 22834 1123.1 20.3 6 S 293.43 7ADNINSTR. 42820 177.4 241.3 8 $ 395.26 7TOTAL PROF 42820 254502 16.8 7 S 295.26 6

ELEMENTARY 11971 515.1 23.2 6 S 276.27 7SECONDARY 15849 773.8 20.5 5 S 293.64 6ADM1NSTR. 29772 123.0 242.0 7 S 397.67 6TOTAL PROF 29772 1750.9 17.0 5 S 295.38

06 ELEMENTARY 15195 725.7 20.9 11 S 266.60 12SECONDARY 20167 10116.0 18.6 9 S 286.09 10ADMINSTR. 37913 179.0 211.7 10 S 385.25 9TOTAL PROF 37913 2414.2 15.7 10 $ 287.26 10

07 ELEMENTARY 29976 121109 2406 3 S 271.21 9SECONDARY 36537 1716.0 21.3 2 S 296.36 sADM1NSTR. 71650 25009 28505 1 S 419.74 4TOTAL PROF 71650 3939.3 18.2 2 S 294091 7

08 ELEMENTARY 12921 606.3 21.3 10 $ 273.00 aSECONDARY 17200 999.2 17.2 12 S 278.52 12ADNINSTR. 32167 153.8 209.2 11 S 378.79 12TOTAL PROF. 32167 2086.5 15.4 12 $ 286.08 11

09 ELEMENTARY 18082 80803 2204 8 S 277.81 6SECONDARY 23796 1283.0 18.5 10 S 288.19 9ADM1NSTR. 450:2 197.8 227.6 9 $ 342.05 11TOTAL PROF 45022 2760.5 16.3 9 S 292.41 8 .

10 ELEMENTARY 37375 164308 22.7 7 S 281.76SECONDARY 44910 2250.1 20.0 7 5 300.75ADMIN5TR. 88686 344,7 257.3 3 S 406.01TOTAL PROF 88606 5262.6 16.9 6 S 301.26 4
11 ELEMENTARY 176624 6847.1 25.8 1 S 319.68 1SECONDAWC 204144 9200.1 22.2 1 S 356.25 1ADM1NSTR. 411618 1613.9 255.0 4 S 497.93 1TOTAL PROF 411618 2236901 18.4 1 S 354.56 1

STATE ELEMENTARY 367962 15239.7 24.1 4 S 299.01 3SECONDARY 446700 21488.3 20.8 3 $ 323.39 3AOHIN5TR. 877015 3515.4 249.5 5 S 446.08 2TOTAL PROF 877015 49979.8 17.5 4 S 374.49 3

338
321



TABLE2

CLASS'S ZE - DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION

Class Size

Ratio Categor

Ratio

Rank 1

UPPER QUARTILE

Ratio

Rank 109 School DistrictSchool Distric

Elementary 30.5 Mound 24.7 Staples

Secondary 29.6 Spring Grove 21.0 Wells

Administration 522.1 Foley 283.4 International Falls

Total Professional 21.4 North Branch 17.8 Rush City

Staff

Rank 327

LOWER QUARTILE

Rank 436

Elementary 19.3 Parkers Prairie 10 7 Marietta

Secondary 16.9 Warren 9.2 Humboldt

Administration_ 176.0 Winnebago 0 Wrenshall

Total Professional 14.8 Welcome 8.4 Humboldt

Staff



T B1,77

LISTAI=T NAK

543 OEER CRED(

TYRE OF DISTRICT

1 3 1 3

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AWE, WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 107 7,3 . 14.6 425 S 215.84 396

SECONDARY 137 8.4 16.2 351 S 291.94 152

ADM1NSTR. 258 2,2 117.8 410 3415.83 131

TOTAL PROr 258 18.5 14.0 367 $ 283.41 213

AvERAGE FOR 1 3 1 3 ( 1 DISTRICTS)

ELEmENTARY 107 7.3 14.6 S 235.84

SECONDARY 137 8.4 16,2 $ 291.94

ADmINSTR. 258 2,2 117.8 S 415.83

TOTAL PROF 258 18,5 14.0 S 283,41

RIVER 1 3 1 5

ELEmENTARY 126 5,8 21.6 243 $ 298055 81

SECONDARY 157 13, 12,0 430 S 275.66 237

ADM1NSTR0 295 2.. 110,5 414 5 3R5045 327

TOTAL pROF 295 2504 11,6 426 S 283.81, 209

AVERAGE FoR 1 3 1 5 ( 1 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 126 5.8 21.6 1 298,55

SECONDARY 157 13,1 12,0 S 275.66

ADMINSTR, 25 2.7 110.5 S 355,45

r.,97 ZRSOE

TOTAL PROF 295 25.4 1108 S 283.81

ELEMENTARY 1:6 6 1 19.0 334 $ 252,08 32/

SECONDAPY 140 7.9 17.7 289 S 305.03 99

ADMINSTR. 281 2,0 140.5 381 S 361.11 306

TOTAL PROF 251 17,6 16.0 248 S 293,81 155

; :'"iL 1 3 2 2

ELEMENTARY 112 5.0 22.4 202 S 261,67 272

SECONDARY 144 7.9 18.) 262 $ 271.24 255

ADMINSTR. 270 .7 403,0 11 S 300,66 425

TOTAL PROF 270 18,0 15,0 312 $ 265.36 331

AVERAGE FOR 1 3 2 2 (2 DISNICTS)

ELEMENTARY 114 5.5 20.7 5 24.87

SECONDARY 142 7.9 17.9 5 2148.13

ADMINSTR, 275 1.3 271.7 S 330,88

TOTAL PROF 275 17.8 15.5 S 279.58

#'2:1EY 1 3 2 ;

ELEMENTARY 128 6,0 21,3 257 S 281,02 147

SECONDARY 136 9,7 14.0 415 $ 269.10 267

ADHINSTR, 277 1,8 155,6 359 S 349.43 34?

TOTAL PROF 277 21,0 13,2 396 S 280.93 231

1 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY ID 6.0 20.5 285 $ 246,09 356

SECONDARY 151 8.3 18.1 265 $ 252.81 352

ADMINSTR. 290 1.0 290.0 98 S 336.54 377

TOTAL PUT 290 17.3 16.8 178 $ 259.49 356



DISTRIO NAME

262 BARRETT

TYRE OF DISTRICT

1 3 2 3

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

PORILI

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVE, WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 86 6,0 14.3 429 S 265,72 242

SECONDARY 101 9,3 10.9 433 S 2c0.76 360
ADMINSTR. 198 1.7 118.6 409, S 4?5.75 100

TOTAL PROF 198 18,0 11.0 431 $ 211.59 289
$70 FINLAYSON 1 3 ? 3

ELEMENTARY 108 7,0 15.4 417 S 219.77 379

SECONDARY 115 7.1 16.1 354 $ 295.72 333

ADMINSTR. 247 1.6 158.3 354 S 362.07 303

TOTAL PROF 247 16.5 15.0 314 s 259.65 355
523 GARY I 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 132 6.0 22.0 217 S 270.25 207

SECONDARY 125 9,6 13.0 425 s 259.50 308
ADMINSTR. 276 1.3 220.8 235 i 3?9.98 389

TOTAL PROF 276 19.7 14.0 365 S 284.24 206
232 PETERSON 1 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 107 5.0 21.6 245 S 268.57 224

SECONDARY 103 7.3 14.0 412 S 277.36 230
ADm1NSTR. 226 1.0 219.4 240 s 316.44 379
TOTAL PROF 226 15.0 15.1 306 i 272.10 285

AVERAGE FOR 1 3 2 3 ( 6 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 114 6.0 19.2 i 261.90
SECONDARY 121 8,6 14.3 $ 260.87
ADMINSTR, 252 1,4 193.8 $ 396170

TOTAL PROF 252 17.9 14.2 S 271.33

209 KENSINGTON 1 3 2 4

ELEMENTARY 104 6.0 17.3 379 S 264,41 252
SECONDARY 130 8.8 14.7 395 $ 242.82 385
ADM1N5TR. 249 2,6 9703 428 S 321.78 403
TOTAL PROF 249 20.3 12.3 419 S 260196 348

AVERAOE FOR ) 3 2 4 ( 1 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 104 6,0 17,3 i 264,41

SECONDARY 130 8.8 14.7 S 242682
ADM1NSTR, 249 2,6 97.3 $ 321.78
TOTAL PROF 249 2003 12.3 S 260.96

261 ASHBY 1325
ELEMENTARY 125 6 0 20.8 277 $ 233.85 404
SECONDARY 158 8.6 18.3 252 $ 255.06 336
ADMINSTR, 299 2.8 106.8 424 $ 310.3? 416
TOTAL PROF 299 20.1 14,9 319 S 24965 399

561 GOODRIDGE 1 3 2 5

ELEMENTARY 100 7.0 14.3 430 S 242,86 371

SECONDARY 167 10.2 16.4 343 S 214.44 428
AMOR, 287 2.7 101.5 422 S 323.95 397
TOTAL PROF 281 26.6 10.8 432 5 235,33 418

11



DISTRICT NAME

418 RUSSELL

TYPE OF DISTRICT

I 3 2 5

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

oR sTAFF

PUP L/

(TEACHER OR STAFF1

RATIO RANK

AVE. WEEKLY FTE

'TEACHER oR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 119 6,0 194 303 11.46 193

SECONDARY 140 8,9 15.7 371 A1.32 357

ADmINSTR. 271 1.8 148.1 368 % 300.63 426

TOTAL PROF 271 18.1 14.9 315 S 265.40 330

444 STRANDOUIST 1325
ELEMENTARY 49 3.0 16.3 403 S 204.91 431

SECONDARY 97 6.8 14.2 407 S 205.03 434

ADMINSTR. 154 1,2 129.4 396 $ 3?2,46 401

TOTAL PROF 154 13.5 11.4 429 $ 220122 433

615 VILLARD 1 3 2 5

ELEMENTARY 114 7.0 16.3 404 $ 264.35 255

SECONDARY 160 8,0 20.0 164 $ 24.87 312

*INSTR. 294 2.5 117.6 411 $ 329075 390

TOTAL PROF 294
18,7 15.T 268 270.39 297

AvERAGE F R 1 3 2 5 ( 5 DISTRICTS)

ELEmENTARY 101 1765 245,49

SECONDARY 144 8,5 16.9 $ 236.95

ADMINSTR, 261 2.2 121.9 s 317.50

TOTAL PROF 261 19.4 13.5 $ 248.18

114 BACKUS 1 3 3 I

ELEmENTARY 105 6,0 17.5 375 s 215.69
42$

SEcONDARY 170 7.3 23.4 29 2?9.49 410

ANINSTR, 288 3.0 96.0 429 S 297.40 428

TOTAL PRoF 288 20.2 14.2 351 S 237688 417

158 GONVICK I 3 3 1

ELEMENTARY ,127 5.1 24.9 103 S 261.23 233

SECONDARY 148 8.7 17.0 323 $ 262.21 302

ADMINSTR. 295 2.0 143.9 37/ 33?.47 383

ToTAL PROF 295 19.2 1563 297 i 274.59 271

AVERAGE FOR I 3 3 I 1 2 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 116 5.6 2112 1 241.46

SECONDARY ]59 8,0 20,2 1 245.84

*INSTR. 291 2.5 120.0 s 314.43

TOTAL PRoF 291 19.7 14,8 i 256.24

308 NEVIS I 3 3 2

ELEMENTARY 116 6.8 17.0 391 S 271.50 202

SECONOARY 151 10.1 15.0 391 s 3n1,18 117

ANINSTR. 280 1.5 186.7 301 i 302.79 421

TOTAL PROF 280 20.9 13,4 388 $ 286.07 197

AVERAGE FOR 1 3 3 2 1 I DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 116 6,8 17.0 $ 2/1.50

SECONDARY 151 10.1 15.0 301.18

ADMINSTR. 280 1.5 18607 i 302479

TOTAL PROF 200 20.9 1364 216.07

3



DISTRICT NAME

36 ALvARADO

TYPE OF DISTRICT

1 3 3 3

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

. PUPIL/

!TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVE, WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 101 610 16.8 395 S 260.81 278
SECONDARY 130 7.5 17.4 304 S 293.48 349
ADmINSTR, 256 1,7 153,3 365 1 318.48 373
TOTAL PROF 256 17,3 14.8 326 S 269.85 301057 BEARDSLEY 1 3 3 3

ELEmENTARY 92 4,5 20.4 286 S 254,02 316
SECONDARY 114 0.7 1311 424 $ 236.29 402
ADMINSTR. 219 .4 509.3 2 S 359.53 311
TOTAL PROF 219 16,4 13.4 391 S 242,79 41153 EAST CHAIN 1 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 113 6.0 18.8 338 1 214.95 426
SECONDARY 166 9.2 18.1 264 $ 2?2,73 420
ADMINSTP. 299 3.2 94.3 431 S 349.81 340
ToTAL PROF 299 22.5 13.3 394 S 245.94 408524 HALsTAD

I 3 3 3

ELEHENTARY 1) 0 6,0 21.7 240 S 250.95 334
SEEONDARy 146 10,2 14.3 402 S 23!,,45 395
ANINSTR. 296 1,0 2960 83 5 409,90 160
TOTAL PROF 296 20.1 14.7 332 S 257.C8 373415 LIND 1333
ELEmENTARy 96 6.0 16.1 408 s 221.93 419
SECONDARY 111 7,2 15.4 376 $ 210.52 408
ADmIN5TR, 220 1.4 161.8 346 S 288.49 431
TOTAL PRoF 220 16.6 13.3 393 S 233135 424

4 MENTOR 1 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 97 6,0 16,2 407 S 248.27 348
SECONDARY 114 7,6 15.0 392 S 249.36 369
AON1NSTR, 230 1.0 23000 217 $ 311065 410
TOTAL PROF 230 1900 12.1 422 $ 240,60 414

635 MILROY 1 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 120 8.1 14.9 422 1 242,12 312
SECONDARY 150 10.0 15.0 390 S 257156 323
ADmINSTP. 286 2,2 132.4 309 1 317.86 408
TOTAL PROF 286 22.7 12.6 414 S 297.01 374

328 SIOUX VALLEY 1 3 3 3

ELEmENTARY 109 5.0 2108 232 S 266.25 239
SECONDARY 100 7.1 14.2 408 S 294.02 142
ADMINSTR. 225 2,5 90.0 433 S 356113 324
TOTAL PROF 225 18.0 12.5 416 S 289.09 104

n J
11

AvERAGE FOR 1 3 3 3
( 8 DISTRICTS)

ELEmENTARY' 107 509 10.3 S 244.91
SECONDARY' 128 8.4 1S03 S 248.02
ADMINSTR. 253 1.7 200.4 $ 341.73
TOTAL PROF 253 19.1 13.3 i 294147

348



FIE

TEACHERS

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR. STAFF1

AVF. WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF!

DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT ENROLINENT OR STAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

631 SELV1EH
I 3 3 4

ELEmENTARY 110 6.0 18.3 353 $ 226.23 414

SECONDARY 147 8,5 114 308 S 237.02 401

ADN1NSTR. 272 2.5 1084 418, S 20,41 429

TOTAL PROF 27? 18,4 14.8 323 i 240.49 415

522 80RUP
1 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 81 5.0 16.2 406 $ 212079 407

SECONDARY 93 7,2 12.9 421 i 217,92 226

ADNINSTR, 184 1 7 10802 419 5 301.84 422

TOTAL PROF 184 16,6 11.1 430 $ 254.56 382

92 'CLIMAX . SMELLY 1 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 97 5.5 17.6 372 1 26530 244

SECONDARY
145 9.6 15.0 389 S 265.82 286

AONINSTR. 264 1,4 18416 304 S 491.10 29

TOTAL PROF 264 19.7 13.4 390 S 278.97 248

611 YRUS
I 3 3 4

ELEMENTARf 80 3.0 26.7 42 S 263.21 264

SECONDARY 105 9,2 11.4 431 S 247.04 374

ADNIN5TR. 204 1.8 110.3 415 1 401,96 173

TOTAL PROF 204 16.6 12.3 418 S 248100 308

896 w DUKE 1 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 85 6.0 1412 431 S 249.19 346

SECONDARY 139 8.2 1710 318 $ 258.51 316

AOMINSTR# 234 1.0 234/0 210 S 39.00 337

TOTAL PROF 2)4 18.0 13.0 404 S 261.66 345

AVE AGE FOR 1 3 3 4 ( 5 OI5TR1CTS1

ELEMENTARY 90 5#1 18.6 S 247.38

SECONDARY 125 8.5 14.7 S 257.26

*INSTR. 231 1.7 149#2 S 367.66

TOTAL PROF 231 11.9 12.9 S 260.73

371 SEWN MAN
1 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 116 5.3 21.8 235 i 254.48 315

SECONDARY 160 10,7 14.9 393 $ 268.63 274

ADMINSTR, 294 2.7 110.1 416 S 308.04 418

TOTAL PROF 294 24.5 12.0 424 S 263.73 338

451 CEYLON Y,
1 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 89 7,0 12.7 432 $ 245.77 358

SECONOARr* 156 10.9 14.4 401 S 261.66 304

ADNINSTR, 264 1.7 154.4 363 i 314.03 414

TOTAL PROF 264 22.1 1119 425 i 254.2? 384

218 OELAVAN
I 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 96 6.5 14,8 424 S 234.6? 400

SECONDARY 152 8.1 18.7 234 s 233,1) 406

ADMINSTR, 265
2,8 93.6 432 S 147401 353

TOTAL PROF 265 70,4 13.0 403 i 253.25 388



5

D15TP1c1 NAME

893 ECHO

TYPE OF DISTRICT

1 3 3 5

EN0LLMCNT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AWE, WEEKLY FIE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 99 5.8 17.0 392 S 204.76 432

SECONOARY 144 11.1 12.9 426 $ 211.00 432

ADMINSTR. 254 2.2 117.1 412 S 366.93 292

TOTAL PROF 254 19.7 12.9 405 S 230.25 428

243 EMMONS 1 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 105 6.0 17.5 376 S 203.83 4)3

SECONDARY 152 10,0 1562 384 $ 205689 433

AOHINSTR, 274 2 0 137.0 384 S 324.18 396

TOTAL PROF 274 21.3 1269 408 $ 219,48 434

208 EvANSVILLE 1 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 124 7.5 16.5 399 S 245.00 90

SECONDARY 150 9.3 16.1 359 S 254.21 343

ADMINSTR, 296 2,4 125.4 401 S 373.75 261

TOTAL PROF 296 20.5 14.4 345 S 28368 211

t50 4NL1N 1 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 98 6,5 15.1 420 $ 265,34 245

SECONDARY 145 10,4 14.0 413 5 242.58 308

ANNSTR. 264 2.4 134.0 395 S 357.98 316

TOTAL pRoF 264 20,1 1361 401 S 264081 332

220 FPOST 1335
ELEMENTARY 79 7,0 11.3 434 $ 296.32 89

SECONDARY 101 9,3 10.8 434 5 274191 216

ADM1NSTR. 192 1,8 107.9 420 i 385.10 230

TOTAL PROF 192 19,4 9.9 433 $ 298.91 127

525 HENDRUM PERLEY 1 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 94 6,0 15.7 413 $ 240.09 377

SECONDARY 117 9,5 12.4 428 I 310.48 80

*INSTR. 227 0 0 435 S 0 435

TOTAL PROF 227 16.9 13.5 387 $ 281,25 230

352 HUMBOLDT 1 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 65 6,0 10.8 435 S 257.43 296

SECONDARY 71 8.4 9.2 436 S 260.86 307

A0m1N5TR. 152 1.6 95.0 430 i 341,74 348

TOTAL PROF 152 18.0 8.4 436 S 268.95 304

354 KENNEDY 1 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 100 5,5 18.2 360 $ 288.46 111

SECONDARY 148 6.1 24.2 11 S 424.89 4

ANINSTR. 269 2.2 122.3 404 S 359.65 310

TOTAL PROF 269 16.3 16.5 202 S 349.55 a

356 LANCA TER 1 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 113 6.0 18.8 339 S 230.73 409

SECONDARY Igo 7.8 18.0 269 S 278.66 223

ADMINSTP. 274 2.0 137.0 385 S 351.19 334

TOTAL PROF 274 19.2 14.2 350 S 259.77 353



DISTRICT NAME

669 MAGNOLIA

TYPE oF DIsTRICT

1 3 3 5

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEAtHER5

OR STAFF

PUPIL/

1TEACHEW OR STAFF)

RATIO WANK

AWE. WEEKLY FIE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 80 5.0 16.0 411 S 236.54 392

SECONDARY 114 8,6 13.2 423 $ 204.03 435

ADmINsTR. 209 1.3 156.0 358 $ 348.35 347

TOTAL pROF 209 17,4 12.0 4?3 S 227.39 430

376 MARIETTA 1 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 82 1,6 10.7 435 S 190.97 436

SECoNDARY 85 8,9 9.6 435 i 226.72 412

ADMINSTR. 176 1.0 167.6 336 s 281,90 432

TOTAL PROF 176 19.1 9.2 435 $ 210481 436

326 OKABENA 1 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 68 4,0 17.0 389 $ 280457 150

SECONDARY 116 7.5 15.4 374 $ 257.87 320

ADHINsTR. 197 3.0 65.7 434 3 33863 372

TOTAL PROF 197 17.1 11.5 427 s 279.11 247

516 ROM LAKE 1 3 3 5

ELEmENTARY 102 5,8 11.5 377 $ 246.96 120

SECONDARY 159 8.3 19.1 209 234.49 405

ADMINSTR. 274 ?.? 12643 400 S 305.88 419

TOTAL PROF 214 18.7 14.6 336 $ 261,60 346

408 vERD1 1 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 63 5.5 11.5 433 214.81 424

SECONDARY 77 6.9 11.1 432 $ 211.05 431

ADHINsTR. 147 1.4 105.0 425 $ 312.93 415

TOTAL PROF 147 15.9 9.2 434 $ 2?2.54 432

AVERAGE FOR 1 3 3 5 (17 OISTRICTs1

ELEmENTARY 92 6.1 15.5 i 248,87

SECONDARY 129 8.9 14.7 $ 256.59

ADm1NSTR. 236 1.9 114.7 $ 319.01

TOTAL PROF 236 19.2 12.3 $ 260.54

821 MENAHGA 2 2 1 1

ELEMENTARY 302 14,0 21.6 246 $ 264. 7 250

SECONDARY 340 15,6 21,8 73 $ 2;7,56 324

ADNINsTR. 694 3.0 231,3 212 367,27 291

ToTAL PROF 694 37,0 18,8 58 $ 272.16 284

333 OGILVIE 2211
ELEmENTARY

289 12,0 24.1 134 249.99 210

SECONDARY 358 IS./ 2248 45 i 280,73 210

ADMINsTR, 694 3.0 231,3 213 396A5 190

TOTAL PROF 694 40.0 17,3 135 279.74 239

AVERAGE FOR 2 2 1 1 ( 2 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 295
6

)3,0 2248 $ 267.28

SECONDARY
349 15.6 22.3 $ 269.14

ADNINsTR. 694 3.0 231,3 S 381,71

TOTAL PROF 694 38.5 18.0 S 275,95

5 3



DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT

FIE PUPIL/ AVE, WEEKLY FTE

TEACHERS (TEACHER OR STAFF) (TEACHER OR STAFF)

ENROLLMENT OR 9TAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

706 BERTHA - HEWITT 2 2 I 3

ELEMENTARY 288 12,0 24,0

SECONDARY 345 18,3 18.6

AOMINSTR. 677 3,0 225.7

TOTAL PROF 677 38,8 17.4

AVERAGE FOR 2 2 1 3 ( I DIsTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 206 12,0 24.0

SECONDARY

CONSTR.

345

617

16.3

3,0

16.6

225.7

TOTAL PROF 677 38.8 17.4

2224001 CROWNS VALLEY
ELEHENTARY 171 6 5 26.3

sEcOND9y 236 12.4 19.0

ADH1NSTR, 432 1,8 246.9

ToTAL PROF 432 25.0 17.3

AVERAGE FOR 2 2 1 4 ( 1 DISTRICTS)

ELEHENTARY 171 6,5 28.3

SECONDARY 236 12,4 194

ADMINSTR, 432 1,9 246.9

TOTAL PROF 432 25.0 17.3

D21 AUDUBON* 2221
ELEMENTARY 109 6,0 27.9

SECONDARY 197 1017 18.5

AOH1NSTR, 419 2;0 209.5

TOTAL PROF 419 22.2 18.8

402 HENDRICKS 2 2 2 1

ELEMENTARY 148 5,5 26.9

SECONDARY 243 15,9 15.3

ADMINSTR. 426 2.4 179.0

TOTAL PROF 426 26.5 16.1

424 LESTER PRAIRIE 2 2 2 1

ELEmENTARY 254 14.0 18.1

SECONDARY 255 15.1 16.9

ADMINSTR. 550 2.5 2260

TOTAL PROF 550 36,5 15.1

550 UNDERW000 2 2 2 1

ELEMENTARY 214 8.0 26.6

SECoNDARY 267 12,6 21.2

*INSTR. 500 2.0 254.0

TOTAL PROF 508 27.9 18.2

AVERAGE FOR 2 2 2 1 ( 4 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 201 8,6 24.9

SECONDARY 240 0,6 17.9

*INSTR. 475 2.2 2156

MAL PROF 475 28.3 17.0

136

230

al
130

48

214

166

143

27

248

270

52

31

381

316

237

361

320

236

300

40

102

174

60

$ 267.50 231

$ 2Th81 345

$ 351,43 333

$ 268.65 306

$ 26768

S 293.81

S 351.43

$ 268.65

227.94 412

216,66 426

s 309,10 417

S 230.42 427

227,94

s 216.86

S 309.10

i 236.42

s 280.22

$ 201.93

S 376.46

$ 244.74

$ 271.67

$ 271.57

$ 374.41

$ 242,64

S 263.42

S 254.07

$ 380.04

i 272.99

s 229,23

$ 257.02

372.22

267,35

153

436

259

410

201

254

263

220

261

344

2143

277

411

329

274

314

$ 261.13

1 246.15

i 3/5179

S 266.93



DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

PUPIL/

!TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

or. N(EKLY FTE

!TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

207 BRANDON
2 2 2 3

ELEMENTARY 223 1015 21.2 260. 5 259085 287

SECONDARY 229 1208 1708 201 $ 250,10 362

ADN1NSTR, 491 2,3 213.5 258 $ 330179 386

TOTAL PROF 491 2806 1711 154 S 243.48 341

678 GREENBUSH
2 2 2 3

.):.,

ELEMENTARY 300 13.0 2301 182 $ 256,84 302

SECONDARY 311 16.6 18.7 231 I 297.86 126

ADMINSTR. 657 3.0 219,0 242 S 378.64 250

TOTAL PROF 657 37.9 17.3 137 S 289.11 183

791 GREY EAGLE 2 2 3

ELEMENTARY 191 1,0 21,2 261 S 244,75 365

SECONDARY 209 13.1 1600 362 /266,25 284

ADMINSTR, 419 2,0 209.5 271 S 347.19 351

TOTAL PROF 419 27,1 1505 289 $ 262.17 342

545 HENNING
2 2 3

ELEMENTARY :253 10.2 24.9 101 $ 273012 192

SECONDARY '
348 17,8 19.5 189 s 28767 179

ADMINSTR, 639 2.5 255.6 170 S 399.34 179

TOTAL PROF 639 36.7 17.4 131 S 290;74 173

183 KERKHOVEN 2 2 2
i

ELEMENTARY 283 12,0 23.7 155 I 207.60 429

SECONDARY 301 16,3 18.9 224 $ 272,14 253

ADMINSTR, 632 2.0 311.3 56 s 315.77 260

L4

w
, 628 PLUMMER

2 2 2 3

TOTAL PRoF 632 33.5 18,9 51 $ 256,45 376

ELEMENTARY
147 6,0 24.5 114 $ 250093 335

SECONDARY 158 9,4 1607 332 S 250.51 361

ADM1NSTR, 328 2,5 131,2 393 s 301.39 423

TOTAL PROF 328 21.0 15.6 277 S 259.12 361

409 TYLER
2 2 2 3

ELEMENTARY 253 13,6 18.6 341 s 251,19 298

SECONDARY 271 16.0 17.5 303 i 269.27 264

ADMINSTR. 562 3,0 187,3 300 S 341,98 361

TOTAL PROF 562 35.5 15.8 259 i 271.32 292

AVERAGE FOR 2223 ( 7 DISTRICT5)

ELEMENTARY 235 /OA 22.5 S 21044

SECONDARY 263 14,6 17.9 S 270.53

ADM1NSTR. 532 2.5 21842 I 353151

TOTAL PROF 532 31.5 1618 S 270.46

768 HANCOCK
2 2 2 4

0

ELEMENTARY 167 74 22.4 203 i 260.29 285

SECONDARY 112 10.1 18,9 221 S 245013 379

ADMIN5TR, 385 3o0 128.3 397 S 315.46 412

TOTAL PROF 385 23.1 16.7 187 5 258,32 365



DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT

404 LAKE 8ENT0N 2224

603 MC INTOSM 2224

763 MEDFoRD 2224

AVERAGE FOR 2 2 2 4 (

238 MABEL - CANTON 2 2 2 5

AVERAGE FOR 2 2 2 5 (

630 SANBORN* 2 2 3 1

AVERAGE FOR 2 2 3 1

542 BATTLE-LAKE 2 2 3 2

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR 5TAFF

PUPIL

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVE. WEEKLY FIE

(TEACHER OR STAFFI

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 193 10,5 18.4 352 1 218.82 423
SECONDARY 266 16.4 16,2 352 1 219.16 424
AOMINSTR, 477 2,0 238.5 205 1 370.65 279
TOTAL PROF 477 31.6 15.1 304 S 232.78 425

ELEMENTARY 193 11.0 17.5 374 S 261.22 275

SEADCMCIZ:

211

433

12,6

3.0

16.7

144,3

333

375

1 277,52

s 4o0,68

220

176
TOTAL PRoF 43) 30,6 14.1 355 206.50 196

ELEMENTARY 294 13.5 21.8 234 1 271.72 190
SECONDARY 317 15,3 20.7 132 $ 266.92 280
AOMINSTR, 646 3.0 115.3 250 S 409.09 150
TOTAL PROF 646 35.5 18.2 83 1 200.73 233

4 OISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY al 10.6 20,0 253,01
SECONDARY 246 13,6 18.1 $ 252.18
ADMINSTR. 485 2.8 181.6 373.97
TOTAL PROF 485 30.2 16.0 $ 264.58

ELEMENTARY 281 13,4 21.0 272 204,99 129
SECONDARY 355 19.7 18.0 268 S 266,25 283
ADMINSTR, 692 3.0 230.7 215 373,57 269
TOTAL PROF 692 41.3 16.8 179 1 284,71 205

1 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 281 13.4 21.0 284,99
SECONDARY 355 19.7 18,0 S 266.25
ADmINSTR. 692 3,0 230,7 $ 373,57
TOTAL PROF 692 41,3 16.8 S

ELEMENTARY 174 7,0 24.9 102 1 220.63 421
SECONDARY 165 11.7 14.1 410 I 215.61 427
ADmINSTR, 369 2.0 184.5 305 $ 3)4.78 382
TOTAL PRoF 369 22.9 16.1 233 1 234.95 419

1 DISTRICTS)

ELDENTARY 174 7.0 24.9 $ 2P0.63
SECONDARY 165 11.7 14.1 i 215.61
*INSTR. 369 2,0 184.5 $ 334.78
TOTAL PROF 369 22,9 16.1 S 234,95

ELEMENTARY 306 14,5 21.1 265 $ 294,98 91
SECONDARY 400 18,6 21.5 63 S 276,93 233
ADMINSTR. 752 3.0 250,7 180 S 366.41 294
TOTAL PROF 152 43.5 17,3 140 5 285.05 201



DISTRICT NAME
TYPE OF DISTRICT

FtE PUPIL/
AVG VrEEKLY FTC

TEACHERS PEACMER QR 51AFF1 (TEACHER OR STAFF}

ENROLLMENT
OR STAFF , RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

245 GLENVILLE

AVERAGE FOR 2 2 3 2

2 2 3 3

1 1 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

*INSTR.

TOTAL PRoF

306

400

752

752

14,5

15.6

3,0

43,5

21.1

21.5

250.7

11.3

$ 294,98

$ 276.93

$ 366141

285.05

ELEMENTARY
305 !,4,0 21.8 233 s 245.03 248

SECONDARY
301 16,6 18.1 261 S 279.19 222

AOHINSTR,
663 3,0 221.0 233 1 341.78 362

TOTAL PROF
663 38,6 11.2 150 $ 279,66 240

830 JANESVILLE
2 2 3 3

ELEMENTARY 264 12,0 22.0 218 S 289.38 104

SECONDARY 357 19,4 18.6 251 s 295,18 139

ADMINSTR, 677
2,5 210.8 142 S 412.15 143

TOTAL PROF 677 38,1 17.7 113 s 303.07 110

175 wESTSOOK
2 2 3 3

ELEMENTARY
211 11,0 24.6 112 $ 243.94 368

SECONDARY 253 15.7 16.1 356 i 294.30 144

ADMINSTRI
561 2,2 258.5 164 S 335,10 380

TOTAL PROF 561 33,8 16.6 195 S 280,38 235

297 SPRING GROVE

060 GRACEVILLE

361

AVERAGE FOR 2 2 3 3 ( 3 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 280 12.3 2208
$ 266,12

SECONDARY
303 1703 114 i 28966

ADMINSTR. 633 2.6 250.1
$ 363.01

TOTAL PROF 633 36,9 17.2
$ 281.70

2 2 3 4

ELEMENTARY 229 10.2 22.5 194 $ 273.25 191

SECONDARY 286
9.7 29.6 1 S 486.49 1

ADMINSTR. 550 2,6 214,0 254 S 365893 297

TOTAL PROF 550 26,5 20.7 4 i 37131 18

AVERAGE FOR 2 2 3 4 ( I DISTRICT5)

ELEMENTARY 229 10.2 22.5
3 273.25

SECONDARY
286 9.7 29,6

$ 486.49

ADNINsTR. 550 2.6 214.0
S 365.93

TOTAL PROF
550 26,5 20.7

1 :71.31

2 3 5

ELEMENTARY
209 10.4 20.1 294 $ 245,21 363

SECONDARY
296 15,0 19,8 174 $ 264.91 290

ADMIN5TR. 521 3.0 113.1 332 S 347.66 349

ToTAL PROF 521 33.0 15.0 263 $ 265,77 326

AVERAGE FoR 2 2 3 5 i 1 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY
209 ILA 20.1

$ 245.21

SECONDARY
296 15.0 19,8

S 264,91

AOMINSTR. 521 3,0 173.7
S 347666

TOTAL PROF 521 33.0 ISA $ 26,77



363

DISTRICT NAME

447 ORYGLA=GAT2KE

TYPE OF DISTRICT

2 3 1 1

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVE. WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 164 9,0 18,2 357 S 249.30 343

SECONDARY 193 12.8 15.1 380 $ 275.86 235

ADMINSTRI 379 3,0 126.3 399 S 341.73 363

TOTAL PROF 379 26,9 14.1 360 $ 277,63 255

AVERAGE FOR 2 3 1 1 1 I DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 164 9.0 18,2 $ 249,30

SECONDARY 193 12.8 1S.1 S 275186

ADMINSTR, 379 3.0 12643 i 341.73

TOTAL PROF 379 26.9 14.1 $ 277.63

362 LITTLEFORK 2 3 1 2

ELEMENTARY 307 1440 2149 222 $ 268,15 228

SECONDARY 283 17.2 16,4 345 S 243,67 581

ADMINSTR. 637 3,0 212,3 263 S 390,15 209

TOTAL PROF 637 40.6 15.7 270 S 262,61 343

690 WARROAD 2 3 I 2

ELEMENTARY 322 12.2 26.5 46 S 263,47 260

SECONDARY 402 16,7 24.0 18 S 249,60 367

AWNS% 775 4.0 193,8 292 S 3P8.48 392

TOTAL PROF 775 44,4 176 123 S 255.97 379

AVERAGE FOR 2 3 1 2 ( 2 OISTRICTS1

ELEMENTARY 314 13.1 24.2 S 265.81

SECONDARY 342 17.0 20,2 / 246,64

ADM1NSTR, 706 3,5 203.0 S 359,31

TOTAL PROF 706 42.5 1616 S 259.29

566 ASKOV 2 3 I 3

ELEMENTARY ZIO 9.0 23.3 170 i 292118 96

SECONDARY 234 12.3 19,1 212 S 291,00 158

ADMINSTR. 477 3.0 159.0 353 S 436,06 73

TOTAL PROF 477 28.2 16,9 169 $ 312.52 86

694 BUHL 2 3 I 3

ELEMENTARY 230 10.0 23.0 183 S 307.50 61

SECONDARY 269 15.8 17.0 320 S 306177 92
&INSTR. 540 2.0 270,0 145 S 383.72 236
TOTAL PROF 540 31.6 17.1 158 S 313104 65

789 CLARISSA* 2 3 I 3

ELEMENTARY 170 10.0 17.0 390 S 247097 349

SECONDARY 255 12,2 280 116 $ 275066 238

ADMINSTR, 467 2.5 186.1 302 $ 348.74 345

TOTAL PROF 467 3400 1347 376 S 267,35 313

002 HILL CITY 2 3 1 3

ELEMENTARY 174 9.0 19.3 324 S 273,77 418

SECONDARY 217 14.7 1447 397 S 27836 411

ADMINSTR. 411 2.5 164.4 343 S 357.92 317

TOTAL PROF 411 30.1 13,6 380 S 245.51 409



( . 4

DISTRICT NAME

036 KELLIHER

487 UPSALA

818 VERNOALE

790 EA LE REND

486 SWANVILLE

095 CROMWELL

147 DILWORTH

TYPE OF DISTRICT

2 3 1 3

2 3 1 3

2 3 1 3

AVERAGE FOR 2 3 1 3

2 3 1 4

2 3 1 4

AVERAGE FOR 23 1 4

2315

2315

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

ADMINSTR.

TOTAL PROF

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

ADMINSTR.

TOTAL PRoF

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

ANINSTR,

TOTAL PROF

( 7 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARy

ADMINSTR1

TOTAL pROF

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

ADM1NSTR.

TOTAL PRoF

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

*INSTR.

TOTAL PROF

DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

ADMINSTR.

TOTAL PROF

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

ADM1NSTR,

TOTAL PROF

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

ADMINSTR,

TOTAL PROF

ENROLLMENT

127

175

326

326

244

244

522

522

218

279

531

531

196

239

467

467

169

213

404

404

192

244

477

471

len

220

440

440

139

200

367

367

246

318

614

614

FTE

TEACHERS

OR.STAFF

6.0

11.2

1,6

23,5

12,5

16,1

4.0

31,6

10.5

15.6

3.0

32,9

9.6

14,0

2,7

31.1

7,0

13.0

2,5

20,6

7.5

15.9

2,5

30.7

7,3

14,4

2,5

29.6

7 7

1316

2,6

27,0

12,5

16.3

3,0

39.6

NM/
!TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

21.2 263

15,6 372

203,7 279

13,9 374

19,5 316

15.2 385

130.5 394

13.9 372

20,8 279

17.9 279

177.0 324

16.1 228

17.2

184,4

15.0

24,1 131

16,4 344

161.6 347

14.1 358

25.6 70

15.3 378

190.8 293

15.5 283

24.9

15.9

176.2

1410

18.1 362

14.7 398

141,2 379

13,6 385

19.6 309

19.5 190

204.7 276

15.5 288

AVE, WEEKLY Fit

!TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

S 2311,60 385

S 242.17 390

343,96 35/

S 246111 407

S 2c3.16 322

$ 294,5? 143

S 35600 338

$ 2n8.74 18/

S 2q8,66 290

S 246.34 377

S 323,35 399

$ 257.23 370

$ 260,26

S 269.33

S 363.39

$ 275,00

; 260.15 281

S 264.49 293

s 116.92 221

S 270.50 250

$ 300,01 78

$ 283.94 196

415.53 133

$ 303118 108

S 280038

$ 274,21

$ 401.23

i 29684

i 269,18 218

2R0.05 211

S 348180 344

$ 283.32 214

$ 301,83 73

$ 292.45 151

S 436,77 81

S 303.77 104



OISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT

363 SOUTH Ko0CH1CHING-R R 23 1 5

ENROLLMENT

FIE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVE. WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF1

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 167 11,0 15.2 419 S 255.42 311

SECONOARY 236 16,6 14,3 405 5 241.54 391

AMINSTR, 419 2,2 190,5 295 S 340,90 365

TOTAL pROF 419 34,5 12.1 421 $ 251.92 393

AVERAGE FOR 2 3 1 5 ( 3 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 184 10,4 11,7 $ 215,48

SECONDARY 251 15,5 16.1 % 271,55

AOMINSTR, 466 266 118,8 S 373,49

TOTAL PROF 466 33.7 13.7 $ 279.67

787 BROWERVILLE 2 1

ELEMENTARY 119 6,0 19.8 304 i 219.72 422

SECONDARY 353 17.1 20.7 131 S 273,01 248

ADMIN5TR. 512 2.3 218.8 243 $ 364.15 299

707AL PROF 512 30,2 17.0 184 S 273.73 273
134 HENDERSON 2321

ELEMENTARY 191 9.5 20.1 293 S 239.93 378

SECONDARY 222 13,1 1710 322 S 249.96 365

ADMINSTR, 442 340 147.3 369 s 366,15 296
TOTAL PROF 442 28.1 1$.8 266 $ 269192 299

AVERAGE FOR 2 3 2 1 ( 2 DISTRNTS)

ELEMENTARY 155 7,8 20,0 5229.83

SECoNDARY 287 15.1 18.8 S 261.49
ADMINSTR. 477 2.7 183.1 S 345.15

TOTAL PROF 477 29,1 16.4 S 271.83

806 ELGIN mILLYILLE 2 3 2

ELEMENTARY 287 12,0 23 9 142 S12).11 420

SECONDARY 306 I7.0 18.0 271 $ 242,68 386

ADMINSTR. 633 3,0 211.0 266 $ 278101 433
TOTAL PRO 633 39,9 15.9 256 $ 231.24 426

140 TAYLORS FALLS 2 3 2 2

ELEMENTARY 195 9,0 21.7 241 $ 245.79 357
SECONDARY 234 13,2 17.7 291 S 243.35 383

ADMIN5TR. 453 2,5 181.2 310 S 351.02 335

TOTAL PROF 453 28.0 16.2 226 S 253,97 387

AVERAGE FOR 2 3 2 2 ( 2 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 241 10.5 22,8 $ 233145

SECONDARY 270 15.1 17.9 $ 243,01

ADHINSTR, 543 2.8 196,1 S 314.52

TOTAL PROF 543 34,0 16.0 S 242.60

736 BELGRADE 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 335 14,0 23.9 141 s 300.26 77

SECONDARY 410 23.0 17.8 282 S 274,63 244

ADONSTR. 787 4,0 196.7 288 $ 362.05 104
TOTAL PROF 187 49.0 16.1 226 S 288.90 166 n



DISTRICT NAME

737 BRD0TEN

TYPE OF DISTRICT

2323

ENROLLMENT

FIE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVE, WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 24] 11.0 21.9 223 $ 289.21 107

SECONDARY 304 15.2 19.9 165 S 24.32 185

*INSTR. 591 2,8 208.8 274 s 369,73 281

TOTAL PROF 591 37,8 15.6 276 i 292.44 160

202 DONE CENTER

ELEmENTARY 339 16,5 20.5 284 s 298,57 80

SECONDARY 382 20.3 18.8 228 S 289,11 170

ADmIN5TR. 766 3.0 255.3 171 S 391,79 203

TOTAL Pa 766 43.7 17.5 120 S 304,02 102

599 FERTILE . BELTRAN 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 309 15.5 19.9 296 S 277 18 169

SECONDARY 390 19.7 19.8 172 s 285.74 186

ADMINSTR. 747 3.0 249.0 182 i 385,71 226

TOTAL PRoF 747 45.2 16.5 200 S 288.44 191

150 HAwLEY 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 315 12,0 26.3 53 S 296,50 88

SECONDARY 367 19,2 19.1 210 S 318.50 72

ADMIN5TP, 722 3.4 212,4 262 $ 420.31 122

TOTAL PROF 72? 40,1 18.0 94 $ 313.66 82

265 HOFFMAN 2 3 2 3

ELEmENTARY 104 7.0 14.9 423 S 244.25 366

SECONDARY 204 10.3 19,9 167 S 240,97 393

ADMINsTR, 323 3,0 107.7 421 s 3)8,00 375

TOTAL PROF 323 5.8 12.5 415 S 259.21 360

294 HOUSTON 2323
ELEMENTARY 333 13.0 25.6 69 s 279.37 160

SECONDARY 332 17.4 19.1 208 $ 2119.43 168

ADMINSTR. 712 2.3 305.6 65 S 389.93 210

ToTAL pRoF 712 38,8 18.4 75 $ 290.46 175

473 ISLE 2323
ELEMENTARY 215 12,5 17.2 384 S 269.81 212

sEcONDARy 311 13.9 22.4 53 S 28.21 176

AOHINSTR. 563 4.0 140.8 380 s 430,43 82

TOTAL PROF 563 36.6 15.4 292 S 295.34 146

353 KARL5TA0 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 222 10.2 21.7 237 S 253,40 320

SECONDARY 220 12.9 17.0 319 S 242.97 304

ADm1NSTR, 491 2,8 176.0 328 $ 356.70 321

TOTAL PROF 491 11.0 15.8 258 S 257.12 372

024 LAKE PARK

ELEMENTARY 236 13,0 10.2 358 S 269.69 213

SECONDARY 278 14.3 19.5 191 S 257.06 328

ADONSTR. 538 2,0 265.0 152 S 386.57 222

TOTAL PROF 538 35.0 15.4 294 i 27%45 296



DISTRICT NAmE

804 mAZERPA

TYPE OF DISTRICT

2 3 2 3

ENROLLMENT

FIE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

PUPIL/

(TEACHER JR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVF, vEEKLy F7E

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 204 915 21.5 249 5 256.18 308
SECONDARY 212 12,0 17.7 292 S 282.06 204
ADmINsTR. 442 3 0 147.3 370 S 351.85 330

TOTAL PROF 442 31.9 13.9 373 S 273.14 276
657 mORRISTOwN 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 153 6.0 25.5 72 S 238.01 388

SECONDARY 192 6.8 21.9 71 S 258.62 315
omIN5TR. 369 3.0 123.0 403 S 323.24 400
'NAL PRoF 369 21.4 17.3 142 S 264.28 336

463 MOTLEY 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 200 8.0 25.0 94 S 239.57 381

SECONDARY 264 14,3 18.5 246 1 2;2.03 356

ADHINSTR, 491 3.0 163.7 344 S 299,42 427

TOTAL PRoF 491 30.6 16.0 239 S 251.95 392
627 OKLEE 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 182 11.1 16.4 402 S 299.59 79

SECONDARY 266 13.8 19.3 195 $ 276.85 234
ADMINSTP. 491 2.4 204.6 277 s 39.6) 211

TOTAL PRoF 491 30.1 16.3 214 S 299.08 126
213 O5AK.JS 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 281 14.0 2001 295 $ 287,37 118

SECONDARY 422 19.9 21.2 101 S 301,67 114

ADMINSTR0 762 4,0 190.5 )4 $ 387.93 218

TOTAL PROF 762 42.4 18.0 46 $ 309497 90
442 MO 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 170 8.3 20.4 287 S 285.48 127

SECONDARY 252 13.3 19.0 217 S 268.77 273
ADNINSTR, 444 2,8 156.3 357 $ 311.12 385
ToTAL PROF 444 28.6 15.5 285 S 274.60 242

630 REO LAKE FALLS 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 267 11.0 24.3 121 $ 2S7.78 294

SECONDARY 413 21.8 19.0 220 S 235.32 403

ADHINSTR. 746 3.2 233.1 211 S 359.23 313
TOTAL pRoF 746 44.6 16.7 161 S 252.67 390

485 ROYALTON 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 314 11.0 28,5 24 $ 211124 427
SECON0APY 360 18.2 19.6 175 S 223.18 419
AomIN5TR, 728 3,0 239.5 203 S 37900 249
TOTAL pROF 728 38.6 18.8, 53 $ 234.40 421

234 RUSHFORD 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 275 15,0 18.3 354 S 218.47 366
sECONom 389 16.1 24.1 14 S 222.56 421
ADMINsTR, 700 3,2 220.8 234 $ 330.26 307
TOTAL ppoF 70o 41.6 ,c, 16.8 173 $ 241.19 413



DISTRICT NAME

576 SANDSTONE

TYPE OF DISTRICT

2 3 2 3

ENROLL NT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR sTAFF

PUPIL/

(.TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVF. WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 298 13.0 22.9 186 $ 271.69 200

SECONDARY 332 16.0 20.7 128 $ 302.99 107

ADMINSTR. 672 2,5 268.8 146, S 431.85 79

TOTAL PROF 672 43.2 15.5 al s 297.37 135

425 SILvER LAKE 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 114 7.0 16.3 405 S 264.33 256

SECONDARY 282 15.6 18.1 263 $ 273.98 245

ADMIN5TR, 436 2.0 213.7 256 S 367.87 288

TOTAL PROF 436 29.7 14.7 334 S 2A4.05 208

577'WILLow RIVER 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 243 11.0 22.1 214 s 250.07 339

SECONDARY 294 13,9 21.2 100 s 250.96 358

ADmINSTR. 567 3.2 178.9 318 $ 344.69 231

ToTAL PROF 567 33.0 17.2 151 S 267.31 315

100 wREN5MALL 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 164 7.5 21.9 225 S 306.67 63

SECONDARY 189 13,4 14.1 409 5 303,64 104

ADmINSTR. 375 0 0 436 $ 0 436

TOTAL PROF 375 25.0 19,0 310 $ 298.37 129

236 WYKOFF 2 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 159 8,0 19.9 301 S 244.53 132

SECONDARY 212 12.3 17.2 309 S 257.74 321

ADMIN5TR. 392 2.0 196.0 290 $ 410,80 148

TOTAL PROF 392 26,4 14.8 320 $ 243.43 212

AVERAGE FOR 2 3 2 3 (24 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 236 11.0 21.4 $ 269,55

SECONDARY 303 15.6 19.4 S 270.14

*INSTR. 577 2.8 193,9

g:::TOTAL PROF 577 15.4 1642

464 GROVE CITY 2 3 2 4

ELEMENTARY 174 9,0 19.3 325 $ 229065 410

SECONDARy 229 1).0 1646 337 $ 252.93 351

ADMIN5TR. 425 1.9 228.5 222 $ 385,21 228

TOTAL pROF 425 76.5 16,0 242 S 256,53 375

403 IVANHOE 2 3 2 4

ELEMENTARY 229 15,0 15,0 421 S 251,89 330

SECONDARY 231 17.0 13,6 421 S 242,36 389

AOM1NSTR, 478 3.0 159.3 352 S 326482 393

TOTAL PROF 478 39,4 12.1 420 $ 251,19 394

097 MOOSE LAKE 2 3 2 4

ELEMENTARY 30 16,3 19,7 308 $ 263,26 263

SECONDARY 4_0 21,2 19.8 110 $ 288,54 173

ADIIN5TR, 794 3,3 238.4 206 S 398,55 182

TOTAL PRIe' 794 48,2 16.5 207 S 280016 236



rj

DISTRICT NAVE
TYPE OF DISTRICT

233 PREsTON . FOUNTAIN 2 3 ? 4

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEAcHERS

OR sTAFF

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVE, WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 283 12,0 23.6 158 S 294.92 93SECONDARY 341 17,0 20,4 141 s 301.53 116ADmIN5TR, 671 4.3 155.4 360 % 402.94 170TOTAL PROF 613 40.0 16.8 176 S 313.90 81

AvERAGE FOR 232 4
( 4 DISTRICTS)

ELEmENTAR( 250 13.1 19.4 $ 259093
SECoNDARY 306 1742 17.6 S 211,34
ADmINSTR. 592 3.) 195.4 S 318.38
TOTAL pROF 592 38,5 '5,4

S 275.45

229 LANESBORo 2 3 2 5

ELEmENTARY 201 10.5 19.1 332 $ 279.85 156sEcONDARY 223 16.0 13,9 416 s 257.41 325ADMINSTR. 457 3,2 144,2 376 S 412.01 70TOTAL PROF 457 56.0 207 413 S 285.88 198614 STA. BUCK 2 3 2 5

ELEMENTARY 21? 10.9 19.4 323 $ 288,35 113SECONDARY 291 13.5 21.5 84 $ 348,39 86AMINSTR, 540 3.0 1804 313 S 313.48 270TOTAL PROF 540 34,0 1549 251 S 302.98 111
526 TWIN VALLEY

2 3 2 5

ELEMENTARY 175 9.6 18,3 356 $ 252,36 323SECONDARY 221 14.4 15,3 380 S 297,51 180ADmINSTR. 432 2,6 166.2 339 s 359.66 309Irak pROF
432 3140 13.9 368 S 251.26 229

AvERABE FOR 2 3 2 5 ( 3 015TRICTSI

ELEMENTARY 196 10,3 18.9 $ 273.52
SECONDARY

245 1447 16.9 S 294,44ADmINSTR, 476 2,9 163.4 S 388,38
TOTAL PROF 476

, 33,7 14.2 s 290.04

726 BECKER 2331

ELEMLNTARY 330 14.0 23.6 159 S 267.27 232SECONDARY 277 16,8 16.5 342 S 270.34 261
ADMINsTR, 656 3,0 218.7 244 S 415.68 161ToTAL pRoF 656 41.7 15.7 267 S 277,77 254

AVERAGE FOR 2 3 3 1 ( 1 DISTRICTS)

MmENTAPY 330 14.0 23.6 S 267.27
sEC0NDARY 277 16,8 16.5 s 270.34
AovINsTR. 656 3.0 218.7

1 405.68TOTAL PRoF 656 41.7 15,7
$ 277.77

6) rib646 BIRD ISLAND 2 3 3 2

ELEMENTARY 229 15.0 15.3 418 S 213.85 )87SECONDARY 430 25,9 16.6 338 s 264.64 292ADM1NSTR. 699 4,0 174.8 331 s 366,31 295!FAL pRoF 699 51.3



DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT

FTE PUPIL/ ATE, WEEKLY FTE

TEACHERS (TEACHER DR STAFF/ (TEACHER OR STAFF)

ENROLLMENT OR STAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

341 ATwATER

AvERAGE FoR 2 3 3 ( 1 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY

SECoNDARY

ADMINSTR.

TOTAL PROF

229

430

699

699

15,0

z5.9

4,0

51.3

15.3

16.6

174.8

13.6

S 2/3.85

$ 264.64

$ 36.31

s 280.53

ELEMENTARY 293 12.9 22.8 188 S 264.99 249

SECCNDARy 357 15,8 22.6 SO S 297.84 127

ADMINSTR. 695 2.3 303.5 71 s 363.54 300

TOTAL PROF 695 , 42.0 16.6 196 $ 298.60 108

513 8REw5TER
3 3

ELEmENTARY 152 7,8 19,4 319 $ 26.23 246

SECONDARY 182 10.1 17.9 274 S 281083 208

4PINSTR. 352 . 2,2 16310 345 s 402,62 171

TOTAL PROF 352 z4,5 14,4 346 i 296.57 195

217 8RICELYN 2 3 3 3
ELEMENTARY 120 6.5 18.5 350 S 245.27 362

SECONDARY 168 9,6 17.5 300 $ 237.25 399

ADHINSTR. 305 1.8 166.7 337 s 317,98 407

TOTAL PROF 305 19.5 15,7 272 $ 249.85 390

421 8ROwNTON 2 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 182 9.0 20,2 290 s 20/3,41 420

SECONDARY 168 10,5 16.1 358 S 217.01 425

ADMINSTR. 376 3,5 10704 423 S 317.73 409

TOTAL PROF 376 2508 14.6 339 S 2P8.97 429

126 CLARA CITY 2 3 3 3

ELEmENTA9Y 254 13.5 18,8 340 S 247,11 354

SECONDARY 347 11.6 19.7 180 S 274i46 416

ADHINST8, 642 4, 1604 351 i 316.48 378

TOTAL PROF 642 41,6 15,4 291 $ 249136 401

201 CLAREmoNT 2 3

ELEMENTARY 148 5.4 27.8 26 S 269.21 217

SECONDA9y 153 i0,9 14,0 414 S 222.22 422

AD4IN5TP. 324 2.7 121.3 406 i 317,56 411

TOTAL PROF 324 23,0 14.1 362 s 249.46 400

892 CLARKF1ELD 2333
ELEMENTAPY

257 11.0 23.4 168 S 26A.24 22?

SECONDARY 316 16.7 18.9 223 S 298.61 124

Aplu5TR. 610 3,0 203.3 281 S 310.14 388

TOTAL PROF 610 35,0 17.4 128 5 290.44 176

1 6 1 CLEAR8R00K
2 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 193 9.9 19.4 321 i 294.92 92

6ECONOARY 269 14,8 18.2 258 S 309.80 84

ANINSTR. 484 2,7 181.3 300 i 360,00 308

TOTAL PROF 484 34,8 13.9 371 S 302,76 112



DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT ENROLLmENT

FTE

EACHERS

JR STAFF

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVE, WEEKLY FIE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

3 1 CLEVELAND 2 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 216 ILO 1946 310 S 256161 304

SECONDARY 257 15.4 1647 336 S 258407 318

ADMINSTR4 512 3,0 17047 333 i 291.44 430

TOTAL PROF 512 34,0 1541 30f $ 259469 354

648 DANUBE 2 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 189 13.0 14,5 427 S 281.71 142

SECONDARY 260 1347 1940 215 $ 377465 227

ADMINSTR, 477 4.0 119.3 408 S 370495 277

TOTAL PRO 477 37.0 12.9 409 $ 2A7,13 194

244.FREEBORN 2333
ELEMENTARY 150 740 21.4 252 S 26608A 237

SECONDARY 156 1043 15.1 387 $ 237497 391

APINSTR. 329 2,5 131.6 392 S 340445 346

TOTAL PROF 329 21.4 15.4 295 1 260405 352

078 GARDEN CITY 2 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 273 12.0 22.8 189 $ 203465 434

SECONDARY 313 19,1 16.4 346 S 2P5461 413

ADHINSTR. 634 3,0 211.3 265 $ 353.02 332

TOTAL PROF 634 42.8 14.8 321 522709 431

LJ

4-,

253 GOODHUE 2333
ELEMENTARY 299 14.5 2006 282 s 264.36 254

SECONDARY 379 P1.1 18.0 272 S 265;36 289

ADMINSTR4 720 3.0 240,0 201 1 391430 206

TOTAL PROF 720 45,1 16.0 247 $ 279485 237

323ERONL4KE 2333
ELEMENTARY 185 9.1 2043 288 S 254.56 313

SECONDARY 203 12.0 1649 326 $ 241023 373

ADM1NSTP.

416 /4:52 161;:i2° 13487 : 32:30:5414'

398

TOTAL PROF 416 351

499 LE RoY . OSTRANDER 23 3

ELEMENTARY 239 1240 19.9 299 1 298.41 292

SECONDARY 322 16.7 19.3 200 S 257.34 326

ADMINSTR, 587 3,2 183.4 306 S 343444 359

TOTAL PROF 587 3744 15.7 271 S 243.65 340

497 LYLE 2 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 145 7.0 20.7 280 S 251.98 328

SECONDARY 184 13,2 13.9 418 1 2,4410 417

ADHINSTR. 347 1.3 260.9 160 1 368.09 287

TOTAL PRoF 347 24.5 14.1 357 S 249.35 402

636 MORGAN 2 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 127 6.5 19.5 315 S 218.93 384 il

SECONDARY 276 15.1 18.3 354 i 217.23 400 0

I) I!) ADMINSTR. 43A 2,8 154.8 362 S 30415 404

TOTAL PROF 438 29.0 15.1 303 S 249.98 197

0



DISTRICT NAME

441 NEwFOLDEN

TYRE OF DISTRICT

2 3 3 3

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

PUPIL/

!TEACHER OP STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVF. WEEKLY FTE

!TEACHER CR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY
252 15.6 16.8 396 $ 261.98 269

SECONDARY
285 17,4 16.4 349 $ 258.23 311

ADMINSTRI 582 5.3 109.2 411 $ 359.37 312

TOTAL PROF 582 47.1 1244 417 5277.04 260

1 1 6 PILLAGER
2 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 196 9,4 20.9 215 $ 216,48 393

SECONDARY 236 14,6 1640 363 $ 219.06 396

ADMINSTR. 460 1.9 241.4 197 $ 4a.C6 119

TOTAL PROF 460 29.5 15.6 279 $ 250461 396.

1 5 RANDOLPH
ELEMENTARY .;18:

2349 143 1 264004 251

SECONDARY

I:::

2040 160 S 261.36 305

AOMINSTR, 536 3,0 178,7 319 $ 311431 424

TOTAL PROF 536 32,4 1615 190 $ 263670 339

118 REMER
2333

ELEMENTARY 327 13.0 25.2 85 S 244419 367

SECONDARY 300 21.2 1749 275 $ 255,41 334

ADMINSTR, 144 3.0 248.0 183 5 314.08 264

ToyAL pPoF 144 45,0 16:5 197 $ 254.35 363

706 TOwEp - SOUDAN
2 3 3 3

ELEMENTA9Y 262 1141 2205 199 $ 114422 22

SECONDARY 297 15,6 19,0 216 $ 3PO.53 71

ADM1NSTP. 594 3.3 11004 320 5 5111.11

TOTAL PROF 594 35,0 1740 163 5 311.12 53

913 WALDORF . PEMBERTON
3

ELEMENTARY 243 11,0 261 215 $ 296.81 85

SECONDARY 298 16.0 16,6 237 5 268.48 275

ADNIN5TR4 588 2,9 205,6 278 $ 361.10 209

TOTAL PROF 588 1644 16,1 227 $ 289.03 185

AVERAGE FoR 2 3 3 3 123 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 213 1043 2049 1 259.93

SECONDARY

ADMIN5TR,

265

510

14,9

2 .9

17.7

183.0

1 257454

s 355.65

TOTAL PROF 510 33,4 15.3 S 261,38

079 AmBOY - GOOD THUNDER
2 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 186 12,0 15.5 416 $ 213111 406

SECONDARY 278 15.6 1748 283 S 220.14 423

ADMINSTR,
490 2,2 225.8 225 S 355.44 328

TOTAL PRoF 490 34,9 14.0 363 1 214.90 420

852 CAMPBELL - TINIAN 2 3 3

ELEMENTARY 179 10.1 17.7 370 S 291.91 100

SECONDARY 240 1342 16.1 259 5 283.93 191

AOH1NSTR. 435 2.9 152.1 366 5 403.80 167

TOTAL PROF 435 31.9 1346 384 1 303.10 109

381



DISTRICT NAME

050 cLINTON

TYPE OF DISTRICT

2 3 3 4

ENROLLMENT

FIE

TEACHERS

OR sTAFF

NHL/
(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVE. WEEKLY FIE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 126 7.1 17.6 371 S 291.52 98
SECONDARY 167 10.5 15.9 367 S 249,97 364
ADHIN5TR. 310 1,9 161.5 348 S 423.60 114
TOTAL PRoF 310 21,0 14,7 330 s 281.74 226412 COTTONIOOD 2 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 219 11.0 19.9 300 $ 273,60 189
SECONDARY 261 13.8 180 222 S 266.10 285*INSTR. 512 2.4 213.3 259 s 08.39 90
TOTAL PROF 512 31,0 16.5 199 $ 279,24 245762 ELLENDALE . GENEVA * 2 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 269 12,0 22,4 201 5 264051 251
SECONDARY 323 1813 17.6 294 $ 268.94 271
ADH1NSTR, 628 3,0 209,3 272 S 347.42 290
TOTAL PROF 628 39.1 16,1 234 S 275117 269649 FAIRFAX 2 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 94 6,0 15.7 412 i 261.50 273
SECONDARY 272 17.1 15.9 366 S 234.65 404
*INSTR. 409 1,9 215.3 251 S 329.20 391
TOTAL PROF 409 30.0 13.6 383 S 241,22 412600 FISHER 2 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 136 6,5 20.9 216 $ 261,32 274
SECONDARY 189 8,3 22.6 48 $ 293,03 148
ADMINSTR. 350 2,4 147.1 372 S 349,43 341
TOTAL PROF 350 21.0 16.6 193 S 285.41 19969e FLOODwOOD 2 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 233 10.0 23.3 172 S 214.27 402
SECONDARY 276 9,6 28,8 2 i 301.79 113
ADHINSTR, 542 3$0 180.7 312 5 319,17 406
TOTAL PROF 542 27,1 20.0 12 S 268,73 305226 HARMONY 2334
ELEMENTARY 264 12.0 22.0 219 S 240.87 376
SECONDARY 341 16.9 20.2 154 S 224,06 418
AOMINsTR, 640 4,5 142.9 318 S 34,99 320
TOTAL PROF 640 39,8 16.1 235 $ 250.77 395651 HECTOR 2 3 3 4

ELEmENTARY 270 12.0 2215 196 S 258,65 291
SEMDARY 323 16,9 19.1 206 S 281.72 207
ADHINSTR. 632 3,0 210,7 268 S 393,38 195
TOTAL PROF 612 39.7 15,9 251 S 2181.57 193264 HERMAN 2 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 181 11.6 15.6 415 $ 204,75 130
SECONDARY 242 14,4 16.8 329 S 283.55 198
AOHINSTR. 440 2.5 179.2 315 5 382014 240 A
TOTAL PROF 440 32,6 13,7 315 1 295.54 145 Ju I



DISTRICT NAME

671 HILLS - BEAVER CREEK

TYPE OF DISTRICT

2 3 3 4

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR sTAFF

,PUPIL/

!TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

A9E. WEEKLY FIE

!TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 232 11.0 21.1 266 $ 213,92 403

SECONDARY 297 16.6 17.9 280 $ 2K3.76 347

ADNINSTR, 563 3.0 187.7 298 5 317,15 376

TOTAL PROF 563 34.6 16.3 216 S 253.03 389

633 LAmBERTON 2 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 219 10,0 21.9 224 $ 277,76 167

SECONDARY 243 17.0 14.3 403 S 264.19 294

ADHINSTR. 494 2,0 247.0 184 1 370.00 260

TOTAL PROF 494 34.0 144 340 $ 276.62 264

652 MORTON
2 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 125 6,0 20.8 278 $ 250.90 336

SECONDARY 196 11,7 16.7 334 S 255.06 337

ADMINSTR, 333 1.3 258.1 165 $ 340,30 247

TOTAL PROF 333 22,0 15,1 300 $ 255,18 380

173 NOUNTAIN LAKE
2 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 282 13.0 21.7 238 $ 246,57 86

SECONDARY 451 29.6 154 383 $ 279.62 217

ADmINsTR. 766 3,4 225.3 228 1 402,35 172

TOTAL PROF 766 55.0 13.9 369 $ 242.32 164

654 RENVILLE
2334

ELEMENTARY
222 13.0 17.1 387 $ 276,31 172

SECONDARY 248 15.7 17.0 321 $ 245.14 146

ADMINSTR, 527 3,0 175,7 329 5 343,38 196

TOTAL PROF 527 36,1 14.4 338 $ 294021 151

655 SACRED HEART 2334
ELEMENTARY 148 8 5 17.4 378 1 275,16 180

SECONDARY 194 11,4 17,0 325 S 291.57 155

*INSTR. 362 2,5 144.8 374 $ 391.11 207

101AL PROF
362 270 13.1 402 i 244.4$ 150

443 STEPHEN 2334
ELEMENTARY

220 13,0 16,9 393 $ 265.03 247

SECONDARY 260 16,3 15.0 365 $ 243.63 382

ADMINSTR. 503 3,0 167.7 335 5 361,11 307

TOTAL PRoF 503 39.0 12.9 406 $ 261,30 347

178 STORDEN JEFFERS 2334
ELEMENTARY 207 12,0 17.3 383 $ 253,44 319

SECONDARY 262 14.3 16.1 340 i 252,41 353

ADMINSTR, 494 3,0 164.7 341 $ 339,44 369

TOTAL PROF 494 37,6 13.1 398 $ 258.45 363

075 ST CLAIR 2 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 282 14,0 20.1 292 $ 270,19 268

SECONDARY
290 18,0 16,1 , 353 i 281,66 208

ADMINSTRo 612 2,8 216.3 248 1 410186 147

TOTAL PRoF 612 41,0 14.9 316 i 287.62 192

386

383



387

DISTRICT NAME TYPE oF DISTRICT ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

A9E, WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF1

SALARY RANK

258 KANAMINGO 2 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 194 10.0 19.4 32o s 260.41 283

SECONDARY 250 16,2 15.4 375 s 249.58 368

ADMINSTR, 475 3.0 158.3 355 S 371.21 276

TOTAL PROF 475 33.5 14.2 354 $ 267.15 316

459 WELCOME 2 3 4

ELEMENTARY 156 9.7 16.0 410 S 267.11 235

SECONDARY 196 11.4 17.1 314 S 215.05 192

ADMINSTR, 376 2.0 188.0 297 $ 354.13 329

TOTAL pRe 376 25.4 14.8 327 S 2R4.17 207

AVERAGE FOR 2 3 3 4 (22 DIsTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 202 10.5 19.2 i 264.63

SECONDARY 264 15.2 17.8 S 266.36

ADMINSTR, 495 2.7 189.6 $ 373.64

TOTAL PROF 495 13.4 14.9 $ 274.02

521 ADA 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 282 12.0 23.5 161 S 316.08 44

SECONDARY 362 22.5 16.1 357 S 287.48 181

ADMINSTR, 689 3.0 229.7 220 S 377.76 256

TOTAL pROF 689 47.6 14.5 343 S 303,19 107

242 ALDEN 2

ELEMENTARY 227 12,0 18.9 337 S 268.67 221

SECONDARY 271 15.4 17.6 296 S 224.91 415

ADMINsTR, 537 2.7 201.1 285 $ 340.61 366

TOTAL PROF 537 34,0 15,8 264 i 252.44 341

437 ARGYLE 2 3 3 5

ELEmENTARY 116 7, 18.0 409 i 255188 310

SECONDARY 183 11.9 15,4 377 5 258,06 313

ADMINsTR. 322 1,8 178.9 317 S 372.26 273

TOTAL PROF 322 24.0 13.4 389 S 266,09 325

411 BALATON 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 140 6a 22,7 191 S 239,25 382

SECONDARY 190 13.5 140 411 S 254.54 340

ADMINsTR. 357 2,9 121.4 405 S 35.14 229

TOTAL PROF 357 26.2 11.6 382 s 260.77 350

647 BUFFALO LAKE 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 153 7.0 21.9 227 S 236,47 394

SECONDARY
219 14,3 15.3 379 S 268.34 276

ADMINSTR. 395 3.0 131.7 391 S 357.46 319

TOTAL PROF 395 30,0 13.2 397 $ 267153 312

836 BUTTERFIELD 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 134 9,2 14.6 426 s 274.00 417

SECONDARY 199 0.0 15,2 382 S 246148 375

ADONSTR, 352 1.7 210.8 267 S 3,8,92 370

TOTAL PROF 352 27.4 12,8 411 i 247.72 404



DISTRICT NAME

918 CHANDLER LAKE COON

TYPE OF DISTRICT

2 3 3 5

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

ROIL/

(TEACHER oR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

A9E, HEEKLT FTC

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEmENTARY 187 10.0 18.7 346 $ 242.94 370

SECONDARY 245 16.6 14.7 396 $ 247,39 372

AOMIN5TR, 449 2.5 119.6 314 $ 363,32 301

TOTAL PROF 449 31,5 14.2 349 $ 2c6.00 378

771 CHOKIO - ALBERTA* 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 224 7 0 32.0 7 i 282.98 135

SECONDARY 292 21.2 13.8 420 $ 265,45 208

ADMINSTR. 550 440 137.5 383 1 37,6.05 395

TOTAL PROF 550 41.2 13.3 392 i 275.46 267

081 COMFREY 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 101 7.0 14.4 428 S 246,33 355

SECONDARY
. 252 14.5 17,4 305 S 284.33 195

*INSTR. 378 2.0 189.0 296 1 397.73 164

TOTAL PROF 378 27.6 13.1 377 $ 277,31 257

461 COSMOS 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY
161 700 23.0 184 S 224.39 415

SECONDARY 241 1S.9 15.2 386 i 269.10 266

ADMINSTR, 421 3.0 140.3 382 5 381,07 245

TOTAL PROF 421 28.6 14.7 333 S 272,98 278

581 EDGERTON 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 133 8,5 15.6 414 $ 2$18.45 112

SECONDARY 168 13.7 12.3 429 S 212.37 355

ADm1NSTR. 329 2.0 16445 342 $ 253,90 434

TOTAL PROF 329 2846 11.5 428 1 260.82 349

263 EL800 LAKE 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 286 12.0 23.8 146 S 311.82 74

SECONDARY 387 23.3 16.6 339 S 290.27 163

*IN5TR. 709 3.0 236.3 208 S 411.03 146

ToTAL PRoF 709 44.0 16.1 230 S 307.20 94

514 ELLSWORTH
2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 158 6.7 23.5 164 1 257.01 299

SECONDARY 183 10.3 17.7 287 $ 269.02 269

CHINS% 361 2.7 133.2 386 s 340.54 368

TOTAL PROF 361 22.8 15.9 255 $ 274.28 212

219 ELMORE
2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 128 7 4 17.3 382 S 281.27 145

SECONDARY 179 12.6 14.3 404 s 252.46 354

AOHINVR. 331 2 5 132.4 390 $ 359.11 314

TOTAL PROF 331 25.2 13.1 399 S 273.16 275

733 GIBBON 2335
ELEmENTARY 147 7.0 21,0 269 S 282.64 137

SECONDARY 246 15.0 16.4 348 S 267,48 277

ADHINSTR. 419 2,9 146.5 373 S 31149 384

TOTAL PROF 419 29.6 14.1 356 1 276.71 263



DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DIsTRIcT

F7E PUPIL/ AVF, wEEKLy FTE

TEACHERS (TEACHER oR STAFF) (TEACHER OR STAFF)

ENROLLMENT OR sTAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

460 GRANADA - HUNTLEY 2335
ELEMENTARY 193 9.0 21.4 250 s 269152 214

SECONDARY

*INSTR.

256

466

16.1

3,0

15,9

155,3

364

361

S 266.33

s 347.10

282

352

TOTAL PROF 466 31.6 14.8 328 S 276.28 265

495 GRAND MEADOw 2335
ELEMENTARY 228 12.0 1910 335 S 260.76 279

SECONDARY 249 13,6 MA 253 s 297,22 128

ADMINSTR. 497 3,0 165.1 340 S 344.36 356

TOTAL PROF 497 34.3 146 341 i 279,57 243

351 HALLOCK 2 3 3 5
ELEmENTARY IBS 9.3 19.8 305 S 271.71 199

SECONDARY 268 14.5 18.5 245 S 275.66 239

ADM1NSTR. 484 2.7 181.3 309 S 378.52 251

TOTAL PROF 484 32.0 15.1 302 S 245.06 200

582 JASPER 2335
ELEMENTARY 199 9.5 20.9 274 $ 287.69 116

SECONDARY 212 13.2 20.5 137 S 306.64 93

ADMINUR, 492 2.0 246.0 190 $ 347.73 185

TOTAL PROF 492 27,3 18.0 95 S 309.14 91

222 KIESTER WALTERS 2 35
ELEMENTARY 178 8 22.3 208 $ 245.55 361

SECoNDARY 246 14.3 17.2 312 $ 253.77 346

ADMINSTR, 451 3.0 150.3 367 i 322,69 402

TOTAL PROF 451 29.11 15.1 301 $ 257.12 371

325 LAKEFIELD 2335
ELEMENTARY 232 12.0 19.3 326 $ 276.19 174

SECONDARY 380 73.0 16.5 341 i 244.36 194

*I4STR.
644 3,0 214.7 253 i 4713.64 87

TOTAL PROF 644 47.2 13.7 379 S 304.25 101

070 LAKE CRYSTAL 2335
ELEMENTARY 297 13.0 22.8 187 i 273.75 188

SECONDARY 368 23.7 15.5 373 i 243.06 199

ADIN5TR, 711 4,0 177.8 322 S 304.83 420

TOTAL PROF 711 49.6 14.3 348 S 276.95 261

072 MAPLETON 2 3 5

ELEMENTARY 278 13,0 21.4 255 1 274.18 185

SECONDARY 332 18.9 17,6 299 $ 310.79 79

ADONSTR, 645 3.0 215.0 252 5 314.81 262

TOTAL PROF 645 416 15.5 282 $ 29E473 128

127 MAYNARD 2 3 3 5
ELEMENTARY 176 900 19,6 314 S 23A,33 387

SECONDARY 202 14t5 13.9 417 $ 271.18 256

ADN1NSTR, 403 2,5 16102 349 s 349.89 339

TOTAL PROF 403 30.6 13.2 395 $ 265#71 328

Il



DISTRICT NAME

128 MILAN

TYPE OF DISTRICT

2 3 3 5

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OP STAFF

PUPIL/
AVE. WEFKLY FTE

.ITEACHER OR STAFF/ (TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

ELEmENTAR/
135 7.5 18.0 363 i 250.80 340

SECONDARY 160 10.2 15.7 369 i 263,12 297

ADM1NSTR,
315 3,0 105.0 424 S 343.65 358

TOTAL PROF 315 22,5 14.0 366 S 272,80 280

AIA miNNEOTA
2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY
206 11,5 17.9 365 S 219.61 157

SECONDARY
409 23.3 17.6 298 i 273.26 247

ADM1N5TR.
667 3.0 222.3 232 S 370.80 278

TOTAL PRoF 667 45,7 14.6 337 5 242.85 217

223 MINNESOTA LAKE
2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 163 8,5 19.2 330 S 251,07 333

SECONDARY 207 15.6 13.3 422 $ 2?5.35 414

ADONSTR,
399 3,0 133.0 387 3 361.92 305

TOTAL PROF
399 31.0 12.9 410 $ 247.46 405

782 NUROOcK
2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY
132 7.5 17.7 369 $ 256.21 306

SECONDARY
160 11,1 14,4 400 $ 253.50 348

*INSTR. 312 2.0 153.7 364 s 330641 374

1JJ

TOTAL PROF 312 22.0 14.2 352 s 265.14 321

827 NEW RICHLAND-HARTLAND
D

ELEmENTARY 317 1300 24.4 116 I 290.69 101

SECONDARY 440 21,0 20.9 114 S 300.14 120

ADHINsTR, 792 300 264,0 156 $ 388.51 215

TOTAL PROF 792 45,6 17,4 134 $ 301,72 116

507 NICOLLET

2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY
165 9,0 18.3 355 S 252l08 326

SECONDARY 258 16,1 16.0 361 $ 29,11 350

ADMINSTR,
451 4.3 104.9 427 i 344,66 355

TOTAL PROF
451 35.0 12.9 407 5265.69 329

346 RAWND
ELEmENTARY

162 7.0 23.1 179 S 240.56 151

SECoNDARY
198 11.8 16.7 335 S 256,35 331

ADm1NsTR, 383 3.0 127.7 398 i 356,34 322

TOTAL PRoF 383 27.0 14.2 353 i 271,79 288

850 ROTHSAY
2335

ELEMENTARY
113 5,4 21.1 267 i 275,17 119

SECONDARY
199 8.9 22.3 56 i 255.24 335

AOH1NSTR.
329 2.7 120.5 407 i 385.53 227

TOTAL PROF 329 21.0 15.7 273 i 270.03 293

584 RuTHT N
2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 151 8.8 17,2 385 S 263,83 259

SECONDARY 183 12,4 14.8 394 i 247.86 370

ADHINSTR.
354 2.8 125.1 402 $341.09 364

TOTAL PROF 354 27,6 12.8 412 S 259,27 358



OISTR1CJ NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT

FTE . PUPIL/ AVE. WEEKLY FIE

TEACHERS (TEACHER OR STAFF) (TEACHER OR STAFF)

ENR LOOT OR STAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

456 SHERBURN 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 263 16.0 16.4 400 S 280103 154

SECONEMY 376 20,1 18,7 233 S 262,39 300

AOMINSTR. 653 3.0 22717 223 5 343,18 360

TOTAL PROF 683 4516 MO 313 S 278,40 251

426 STEWART 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 172 7.2 24,0 139 $ 249,26 344

SECONDARY 175 12.3 14.2 406 $ 261.15 306

ADMINSTR, 374 2.0 183.3 307 S 368,74 284

TOTAL PROF 374 26.5 14.1 359 s 266.55 319

457 TRIMoNT 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 134 6.0 16.8 397 S 261.85 270

SECONDARY 183 13.2 130 419 'S 299.49 121

*IN5TR. 342 3.0 114.0 413 S 372.28 272

TOTAL PROF 342 26.0 1301 400 S 297.81 131

458 TRUHAN 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 251 14,5 17.3 380 S 236.14 395

SECONDARY 346 17.9 19.3 196 S 254.51 341

ADMINSTR, 631 3,0 210.3 269 S 403.44 168

TOTAL PROF 631 39.4 16.0 244 S 257.76 367

914 uLEN mITTERDAL 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY
185 1013 1719 366 S 257.09 293

SECONDARY 245 16.9 14.5 399 S 257.73 322

ADMINSTR. 459 2.3 196.2 289 1 310.53 246.

TOTAL PROF 454 34.0 13.5 386 S 266.10 324

641 wALNUT GROVE' 2335
ELEMENTARY 153 7.0 21.9 228 S 217.88 390

SECONDARY 250 15,5 16.1 355 S 211.77 430

ADMINSTR. 437 2.5 174.8 330 S 345.02 354

TOTAL PROF 437 27.0 16,2 225 i 233.93 423

205 WEST CONCORD 2 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 231 )2.0 19.3 328 i 241,89 373

SECONDARY 293 17.0 17,2 310 i 250408 363

ADM1NSTR. 556 3.0 185.3 303 S 412,31 142

TOTAL PROF 556 37.5 14.8 324 i 264.56 335

225 WINNEBAGo 2335
ELEMENTARY 205 8.0 25.6 68 S 247.20 353

SECoNDARY 280 15.9 17.6 293 S 230,23 409

ADMINSTR, 528 3,0 176.0 327 S 428,09 91

TOTAL PROF 528 33.1 15,9 250 $ 254.05 386

735 WINTHROP 2 3 3 5

ELEmENTARY 261 RA 21.8 236 S 251.91 329

SECONDARY 360 18.9 19.1 211 S 286.09 183

AomiNsu. 674 4,0 168.5 334 1 373,96 265

TOTAL PROF 674 48,4 13.9 370 S 277.34 258

09
u



D}STRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT

AVERAGE FOR 2 3 3 5

032 8LACOUCK
3 2 1 2

038 RED LAKE 3 2 1 2

FTE MIL/ 49E1.11E010TE

TEACHERS (TEACHER OR STAFF) 1TEACHER'OR STAFF)

ENROLLMENT DR STAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

(42 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY
189 9,4 20.3 S 262,12

SECONDARY 259 15,8 16.4 1 264,44

ADMINSTR. 418 2,8 171.2 S 362,94

TOTAL PROF 478 33,0 14,4 i 272,84

ELEMENTARY 364 18,0

SECONDARY
502 244

ADMINSTR, 926 3,0

TOTAL PROF 926 56,9

ELEMENTARY 380 0.1

SECONDARY 414 23.3

ADMINSTR. 870 5 4

TOTAL PROF 870 58,1

20.2 291

204 138

308,7 63

16.3 215

25.2 83

17,8 284

161,1 350

15.0 311

S 206.88 430

i 237,45 348

$ 396179 118

$ 234.25 422

$ 266,43 2)13

$ 268.83 272

$ 3?630 394

$ 272,59 282

AVERAGE FOR 3 2 1 2 1 2 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 372 16.5 22.7 i 236,65

SECONDARY 458 23,9 19.2
i 253.14

ADNINSTR# 898 4.2 234.9 $ 3A1.54

TOTAL PROF 898 57.5 15.6 1 253.42

'11
553 NEW YORK MILLS

397

820 SEOEKA

727 BIG LAKE

3 2 1 3

ELEMENTARY 360 16.0

SECONDARY 439 20.6

ADMINSTR, 841 3.3

TOTAL PRoF 847 , 49.6

3 2 I 3

ELEMENTARY 408 lio

SECONDARY 47T 1909

ADMINSTR, 945 3.8

TOTAL PROF 945 49,0

22.5 197

21.3 92

257.4 168

17.1 159

29.1 18

2400 19

25200 177

'14,3 30

S 296.50 87

S 281.37 209

S 378,29 252

S 291.95 165

S 257.69 295

5 29008 161

S 3c6.11 325

$ 278025 252

AVERAGE FOR 3 2 1 3 (2 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 384 15,0 25.8 S 211.10

SECONDARY 458 2002 22.7 $ 245.88

ADwINSTR, 896 3.5 254,7 $ 341,20

TOTAL PROF 896 49,3 18.2 S 295.10

3221

466 OASSEL COKATO 3 2 2 1

ELEHENTART 405 17.4 23.3 173 i 268,37 226

SECONDARY 311 1712 21.5 87 S 264,96 291

ADRINSTR, 824 3.0 2764 122 S 426036 98

TOTAL PRoF 829 46.0 14.0 93 S 214.79 238

ELEMENTARY 754 33.5 22.5 195 $ 240453 282

SECONDARY
745 37.4 21.3 97 S 243.41 147

ADMIWSTR, 1683 7.0 240.4 200 S 445.31 163

TOTAL PROF 1683 93.1 18.1 86 $ 243.94 153



DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF. DISTRICT

FTC . NHL/ 49E, WEEKLY FTE

TEACHERS (TEACHER OR Pm( (TEACHER OR STAFF)

ENROLLMENT OR, STAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

819 DELANO
3 2 2 1

ELEMENTARY 509 21.8 23.3 111 S 249,15

SECONDARY 741 35.3 21,0 112 S 246.08

ADNINsTR. 1373 4,8 289.1 99 $ 415.49

TOTAL PROF 1373 77,0 17,8 107 S 257.75

717 JORDAN 3 2 2 1

ELEMENTARY 483 20.0 24.1 130 S 217.91

SECONDARY

ADMINSTR.

703

1274

33,3

3.3

21.1

352.6

105

14

$ 254.97

s 384,27

TOTAL PROF 1274 70.0 18.2 81 S 259.25

883 ROCKFO 0 * 3 2 2 1

ELEMENTARY 561 20.0 28.1 26 $ 250.28

SECONDARY 481 24,2 19,9 168 S 257.98

3,0 351,1 15 $ 353,55

giArPAR;F 114 61.0 18,8 51 4254180

AVERAGE FOR 3 2 2 1 ( 5 DISTRICTS?

ELEMENTARY 542 22,5 24.3 S 253125

SECONDARY 618 29.5 20.9 5 263,48

ADMINSTR, 1260 4.? 314,0 $ 397106

TOTAL PROF 1260 69.4 18.2 S 269.92

116 BELLE PLAINE 3 2 2 2

ELEMENTARY 421 19,0 22.2 21) $ 245'69

SECONDARY 591 28.2 20.9 117 s 247,57

*IN5TR. 1103
4.0 275.8 125 S 358,29.

TOTAL pRoF 1103 64.0 17.2 145 S 255,69

531 BYRON 3 2 2 2

ELEMENTARY 574 23.0 25.0 9? $ 267,15

SECONDARY 93 27.1 21.5 89 S 269,0

*INSTR. 1247 2.9 430.0 7 S 314.29

TOTAL PROF 1247 65.5 1910 43 s 272.43

-573 HINCKLEY 3 2 2 2

ELEMENTARY 397 16.0 24.8 106 $ 273.32

SECONDARY 484 21,6 22.4 54 S 275,85

AOMINSTR. 940 3,0 313.3 52 S 343.93

TOTAL PROF 940 52,6 17.9 106 $ 281,66

792 LONG PRAIRIE 3222
ELEMENTARY 520 26.5 19.6 311 S 288.98

SECONDARY 743 35.8 20.7 126 S 376,05

A0M1NSTR. 1368 5.2 264.6 154 $ 411,40

TOTAL PROF 1368 79.7 17.2 149 S 318.48

484 PIER2 3222
ELEMENTARY 172 10,3 16.7 398 i 260,31

SECONDARY 761 33.6 22.6 47 S 271.36

ADMINSTR. 1040 4,0 260.0 161 S 356.01

TOTAL PROF 1040 55,9 18.6 64 $ 282,80

,t

347

378

134

368

359

338

233

359

337

319

331

362

359

311

315

381

234

268

413

283

190

236.

235

227

109

61

145

71

284

229 A

326

216 ,



DISTRICT NAME

534 STEWARUILLE

TYPE OF DISTRICT

3 2 2 2

FIE PUPIL/
AVE. REEKY FTE

TEACHERS (TEACHER OR STAFF)
!TEACHER OR STAFF)

ENROLLMENT
OR STAFF RATIO RANK

ELEMENTARY
829 34.5 24.0 135

SECONDARY 808 42.8 18,9 226

ADMINSTR. 1792
7,5 238,9 204

TOTAL PROF 1792 106.4 16.8 171'

SALARY RANK

s 254 S7 312

$ 2?n,47 259

S 406,83 157

$ 271.91 287

162 BAGLEY '

AV-RAGE FOR 3 2 2

a

2 1 6 DISTRICTS1

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

ANINSIR.

TOTAL PROF

3

485

661

1248

1248

21,6

31.5

4.4

70,7

22,0

21.2

297.1

17.8

s 265.00

S 277,73

$ 371.79

$ 240.50

ELEmENTARY
655 26.0 25.2 82 S. 242.54 138

SECONDARY 720 32.7 2210 68 S 310,08 81

ADMIN5TR. 1466 5.4 273.5 135 S 401.15 156

TOTAL PROF 1466 82.0 17,9 103 $ 303.98 103

252 CANNON FALLS
3 2 2 3

ELEMENTARY
702 2900 24.2 126 i 322.00 38

SECONDARY
842 37,5 22.4 52 $ 341,31

ADHINSTR, 1667 5.3 315.1 49 $ 418.04 127

TOTAL PROF 1667 90.1 186 69 S 338.69
40

Ln 221 CHATFIELD
3 2 2 3

ELEmENTARY 501 21.3 23.5 163 S 289.64 102

SECONDARY 574 30,7 18.7 235 S 292.96 149

ADMIN5TR. 1153
5,0 230.6 216 5 423,00 116

TOTAL PROF 1153 69.3 16.6 194 S 299.21 125

533 DOVER EYOTA
ELEMENTARY

361 18.0 20.1 296 $ 2R8.52 110

SECONDARY
433 21.6 20,0 161 S 240.40 213

ADMINSTR,
855 4,0 213.8 255 $ 428,47 89

TOTAL PROF 855 51.1 16,7 183 $ 249.25 182

099 EsK0
3223

EUMENTARY
519 20,5 254 80 $ 304428 68

SECONDARY 597 29,3 20.4 146 s 20.18 177

ADHIN5TR. 1199
3,8 315.5 48 $ 424,72 104

TOTAL PROF 1199 60.8 19.7 21 S 342.46 113

023 FRAZEE . VERGAS
2 3

ELEMENTARY
622 24 5 25.4 75 $ 266.19 240

SECONDARY
674 31.1 210 79 S 245.45 187

ADHINSTR. 1398 4,8 293.7 91 S 391.53 187

TOTAL
prof 1398 81,0 11.3 144 $ 275.37 ons

739 KIHBALL 3223
ELEMENTARY

413 22.0 18.8 343 1'235.44 397

SECONDARY
495 23,0 21.5 90 $ 23659 407

ADMINsTR.
985 3.6 274.4 129 S 315,04 381

TOTAL PROF
985 57,6 17.1 156 S 238.97 416

401



FTE

TEACHERS

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

DISTRICT NAME TYPE oF DISTRICT ENROLLMENT OR STAFF RATIO RANK

300 LA CRESCENT
3 2 2 3

ELEMENTARY 575 19.0 30.3 11

SECONDARY 930 4441 21.1 106

AMINSTR. 1630 4.0 40745 10

TOTAL PROF I630 87,9 18.6 67

004 mC GREGOR 3 2 2 3

ELEMENTARY 351 16.0 21.9 221

SECONDARY 413 20.2 20.5 140

AOKINSTR, 804 3,0 26040 150

ToTAL PROF 804 47,0 17,1 157

570 RINE CITY 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 630 26,0 24.2 123

SECONDARY 838 39.6 2142 104

ADMIN5TR. 1571 540 31442 50

TOTAL PROF iSlj 134,6 18.6 65

1 1 7 PINE RIVER 3 2 2 3

ELEMENTARY 443 17,0 26.1 57

SECONDARY 482 25.4 194 219

ADMINSTR. 981 4.0 245.2 194

TOTAL PRO 981 56.4 17.4 132

435 WO 3 2 2 3

ELEMENTARY
441 23,0 19.2 331

SECONDARY 445 26.2 17.0 324

ADm1N5TR, 946 4.2 225.8 226

TOTAL PRoF 946 65.3 14.5 342

AVERAGE FOR 3 2 2 3 (12 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 517 21.9 23.7

SECONDARY 620 30,1 20.4

ADMINSTR. 1221 4.3 281.4

TOTAL PROF 1221 69,4 17,5

001 AITKIN
3 2 2 4

fLEMENTARY
666 3045 21,8 229

SECONDARY 891 41.2 21.6 82

ADMINSTRI 1650 5.3 309.6 59

TOTAL PROF 1650 945 17,5 121

062 ORTONVILLE
3 2 2 4

ELEMENTARY 431 24.0 10.0 364

SECONDARY 646 30,3 21.3 93

ADN1N5TR. 1143 446 24548 191

TOTAL PROF 1143 67,4 17.0 165

AVERAGE FOR 3 2 2 4 ( 2 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 548 27.3 19.9

SECONDARY 768 3541 21.5

ADm1NsTR. 1396 5.0 277.7

TOTAL PROF 1396 0100 17.2

or, WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF/

SALARY RANK

i 268.03 229

$ 250.87 359

1 396.61 189

$ 250.36 364

$ 261.11 277

S 242.66 387

S 340.60 367

i 256420 37f-

$ 269.94 211

$ 261,81 303

S 421410 96

$ 2R2.41 223

$ 243.24 369

$ 274475 242

S 366.67 293

S 272476 281

s 274,15 186

i 301493 112

S 392,75 201

$ MIN 142

$ 275143

280.08

$ 39604A

S 284140

i 274.33 184

S 295.56 137

$ 395474 191

$ 291445 16?

S 272.01 196

S 295407 141

s 44752 56

S 295.03 148

s 273,17

S 295.31

S 421.63

$ 293424

404



DiSTRICT NAME

176 ANNANDALE

TYPE OF DISTRICT

3 2 3 1

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEAcNERS

'OR STAFF

ELEMENTARY
684 25 5

SECONDARY
770 3210

ADMINSTR. 1548
5.0

TOTAL PROF 1548 16,0

394 MONTGOMERY . LONSOALE 3 2 3 1

ELEMENTARY
456 19,0

SECONDARY
583 31,6

ADON5TR, 1154 319

TOTAL PROF 1154 66,1

186 REDUOT LAKES
3 2 3 1

ELEMENTARY 350 12,0

SECONDARY
451 20.4

*INSTR. 858 3.0

MAL PROF 858 63,6

AVERAGE FoR 3 2 3 1

119 WALKER
3 2 3 2

u
0
0

AVERAGE FOR 3 2 3 2

203 HAYFIELD
3 2 3 3

AVERAGE FOR 3 2 3 3

548 PELICAN RAPIDS
3 2 3 4

PUPIL/ AVG:WEEKLUTE..

(TEACHER OR STAFF) .1TEACHER.-01TAFFr.

RATIO RANK SALARY: -.ROC

5 38 S 241,65 374

24.0 16 $ 249.86 366

309,6 58 1 386.35 223

20,4 10 $ 257.40 369

24.0 137 s 27.4.29 416

18.5 241 i 244,67 380

294,4 88 1 398.70 . 181

17,5 124 S 248194 403

.

29.2 17 $ 285.59 126

22.1 66 S 274.69
243

286.0 106 s 436,75 71

19,7 23 i 295.09 147

( 3 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY
496 18.8 26.7 S 2;042

SECONDARY
601 28.0 21.5

S 256.40

ADM1NSTR, 1186 4.0 296.1 s 487.27

TOTAL PROF 1186 61.9 19.2
8 267.14

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

AONINSTR,

TOTAL PROF

( 1 015TRICS,

378

474

891

891

15.0

22.0

3.2

50.2

25.2

21,5

281.1

17.8

84

85

114

112

i 21847

S 290.79

1 433,89

S 203.63

166

159

74

156

ELEMENTARY
318 15,0 25,2

S 278.27

5ECONDA81,
474 22,0 214 S 290.79

CONSTR. 891 3.2 2814
8 433,89

TOTAL PROF
891 50.2 17.8

$ 203.63

ELEMENTARY
539 25,5 21.2 264 313,67 41

SECONDARY
699 32.5 21.5 06 1 310.04 82

ADMINSTR,
1313 4.7 281,8 111 S 424,25 109

TOTAL PROF

i DISTRICTS)

1313 7210 18.2 78 S 317.31 74

ELEMENTARY
538 25.5 21.2 S 313167

SECONDARY
699 32.5 21.5 -S 310.04

ANNSTR,
1313 4.7 281.8

5424.25

TOTAL PROF 1313 7240 1842 $ 317431

,

ELEMENTARY
519 28.5 25.3 81 s g61,16 211

SECONDARY 733 31.6 234 34 1 262.35 381

ADMINSTR, 1308 5.0 261.6 159 s 393,42 194

TOTAL PROF 1308 69.0 19.0 48 S 268.38 301



DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT ENROLLMENT

FIE

TEACHERS

OR qTAFF

PUPIL,

(TEACIIR OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

085 SPRINGFIELD
3 2 3 4

ELEMENTARY 304 13,0 23.4 166

SECONDARY 497 24.5 20,2 152

ADMINSTR, 869 3.2 2fl.6 139

TOTAL PROF 869 51.3 16.9 167

AVERAGE FOR 3 2 3 4 ( 2 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 411 161F-,- 24.4

SECoNOARY 615 28.1 21,7

ADMINSTR, 108R 4.1 266.6

TOTAL PROF 1088 60.2 11.9

784 APPLETON
ELEmENTARY 398 23,0 11.3 381

SECONOARY 500 27,9 17.9 277

AMINSTR,
956 4.4 216.3 247

TOTAL PROF 956 64.8 14,7 331

AVERAGE FOR 3 2 3 S I 1 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 398 23,0 11.3

SECONDARY
500 27.9 17.9

ADMINSTR. 956 4.4 216.3

TOTAL PROF 956 64.8 14.7

_ *

(385 ST mICHAEL-ALDERTVILLE 3 3 1 1

ELEMENTARYA.- 434 13.5i 32.1 6

SECONDARY 4' 637 33.84 18.8 229

ANINSTR, 1181
4,0 295.2 85

TOTAL PROF 1101 68,2 17.3 139

AVERAGE FOP 3 3 1 1 I DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 434 13.5 3211

SECONDARY 637 33.8 ,...10.0

ADNINSTR. 1181 4,0 295.2

TOTAL PROF 1181 68.2 : 17.3

738 HOLDINGFORD 3 3 1 3

ELEMENTARY 564 23.1 24,4 117

SECONDARY 537 28,3 19.0 218

ANINSTR, 1187 5.7 209.0 273

TOTAL PROF 1107 19.6 14.9 317

793 STAPLES
ELEMENTARY 618 25.0 24.7 109

SECONDARY 940 46.7 20.1 155

ADMINsTR. 1667 12.6 132.5 388

ToTAL PROF 1667 110.6 15.1 305

AVERAGE FOR 3 3 1 3 ( 2 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 591 - .- 2461." i28,1,L ,
S 273.21

SECONDARY 738 37.5 .. 19.6 ..,,,, S 249.96' -"

ADNINSTRi'''" .

1427 - 1.1: -A70-0-2, .
.1-341,77:.= r.

Atli WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

$ 274,70 153

S 29842 125

S 117.47 220

S 291,44 168

$ 268b23

1 280033

S 390.44

S 219091

S 199.27

s 213.25

S 341.64

1 2111.94

S 199.27

$ 213.6

S 347.64

S 218.94

435

429

350

435

$ 235.03 399

$ 257.14 327

$ 391.66 205

$ 258,10 366 .

$ 235.03

S 251,14

5 361,66

1 258110

S 216.95

$ 241.21

S 330.61

$ 246.91

$ 309.47

5 318.71

1 424.93

$ 344.36

391

392

371

406



DISTRICT NAmE

091 BARNum

TYPE OF DISTRICT

3 3 1 4

ENROLLMENT

FIE

TEACHERS

OR 5TAFF

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

ELEmENTARY
320 13,5 23,7 153

SECONDARY
440 21,6 2t 150

ADMIN5TR1
923 3.6 274.

130

TOTAL PRoF 823 47,0 17.;- .21

696 ELY
3 3 I 4

ELEMENTARY 650 22,0 29.9 14

SECONDARY 823 41.7 19.7 176

AMINSTR. 1568 5,9 265.8 151

TOTAL PROF 1568 92,7 16.9 160

AVE, WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF!

SALARY RANK

$ 250116 338

$ 240.40
394

$ 407169 154

$ 254.11 385

$ 349.10 13

$ 354,35 34

1 424.44 108

$ 337106 40

692 BABBITT

AVERAGE FOR 3 3 1 4

3315

I 2 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY .

SECONDARY

*INSTR.

TOTAL PROF

489

631

1195

1195

17.8

31.7

4,4

69.9

26.8

2040

270.0

17,2

$ 299.67

$ 297.37

5 416,07

S 295,58

ELEMENTARY
879 27,0 25.1 86 S 327,93

SECONDARY 908 4610 19,7 179 $ 348.44

AOM1NSTR. 1662 4.8 347.0 25 5 475.61

TOTAL PROF 1662 95,3 17.4 129 $ 345,15

699 GILBERT
3 3 I 5

ELEMENTARY 307 18,0 17.1 388 1 318.83

SECONDARY
460 20.8 2211

64 $ 363,62

ADNINSTR.
816 -4,0 204.0 278 i 415.40

TOTAL PROF 816 50,0 16.3 213 S 322,14

319 NASHOUK KEEWATIN 3 3 1 5

ELEmENTARY
433 18,2 23.0 149 s 313.99

SECONDARY
585 30,5 1942 203 S 365162

AONINSTR,
1087 3.4 319,7 44 S 390199

TOTAL PROF 1887 68'7 1518 262 S 316.97

AVERAGE FOR 3 3 I 5 ( 3 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY
473 21.1 22.0

$ 326,91

SECONDARY
651 32.4 20.3 S 319.13

ADMINSTR. 1180
4,1 296.2 S 427,33

TOTAL PROF
1188 71.4 16.5 $ 328.08

463 EDEN VALLEY . WATKINS* 3 3 2 1

ELEMENTARY
435 20.5 21,2 262 $ 241.17

SECONDARY
567 27,1 20.9 115 5 274182

ADMIN5TR.
1089 5.0 217,8 245 $ 393.20

TOTAL PROF 1089 69.7 15,6 275 S 276.77

392 LE CENTER
3 3 2 1

ELEMENTARY
413 17.0 24.3 120 5 275.44

SECONDARY 467 24,4 19.1 207 S 309,86

AOMINSTR. 936 3,8 146.3 189 i 425,811

TOTAL PROF 936 56,1 14.6 190 $ 366.17

40

27

39

39

35

41

105

135

65

23

96

200

76

176

140

190

162

178

03

99

97
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DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT

881 MAPLE LAKE 3 3 21

480 ONAM1A

255.RINE ISLAND

748 SARTELL

3 2 1

3 3 2 1

1 1 1 wATERTOwN . MAYER 3 3 2 1

AVERAGE FoR 3 3 2 1

813 LAKE CITY
3 3 2 2

3 3 LE SuEuR

345 NEw LONDON

3 22

ENROLLMENT

FIE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

A9E. 1E 11Y FIE

(TEACHER OR PAM

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 252 12.0 214 270 $ 278,38 164SECONDARY 497 25,1 19.8 171 $ 279.74 218*1N5TR. 818 3.3 24566 192 $ 431,01 80TOTAL PROF 818 53.2 15,4 291! S 204,91 203

ELEMENTARY 496 20,5 24.2 127 S 252,25 324SECONDARY 540 22.0 24.6 6 $ 256.21 332ADMINSTRI 1096 3,6 304.4 69 S 342.00 242TOTAL PROF
1096 57.5 19.1 42 S 2A4,79 334

ELEMENTARY SI) 23,0 22.2 209 S 291,61 97SECONDARY 463 26.3 17,6 295 S 245.63 136ADMINSTR,
1055 3,2 332.8 34 S 466,09 44TOTAL PROF
1055 64,4 16.4 210 S 302.09 114

ELEMENTARY 534 21,0 25.7 66 i 30042 75SECONDARY 572 32,2 17.7 268 S 305.56 97ADMINSTR,
1200 4.5 268.5 149 S 413.30 76'TOTAL, PROF
1200 720 16,7 168 $ 313,17 63

ELEMENTARY 560 264 21.S 247 $ 292,52 95SECONDARY 661 32.5 20,4 149 S 302.54 109ADMINS/R.
1319 6.5 202.9 253 $ 406.09 159TOTAL PROF 1319 R4.0 15,7 269 S 307,01 95

( 7 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 456 20,0 22.9 i 276.65
SECONDARY 5* 27.1 20.0 $ 2R9.20
ADMINSTR, 1073 4.3 259,8 S 419.65
TOTAL pROF 1013 65.3 16.5 S 29366

ELEMENTARY 678 26,0 24,2 125 'S 253034 321SECONDARY 835 4204 19,7 182 $ 272,55 251ADMINSTR,
1644 5.3 308.4 64 i 376.18 257TOTAL RROf 1644 42,6 17.8 111 S 271,44 291

ELEMENTARY 635 26,3 24,1 133 S 271.85 197SECONDARY 736 33.0 22.3 57 S 2119,20 169ADM1NSTR. 1487 54 295.6 64 S 473.68 112TOTAL PROF 1407 79,0 18.8 54 S 291,56 166

ELEMENTARY 520 23.5 22,2 212 $ 276.02 176SECONDARY 629 30.6 20,6 136 i 26946 263ADMINSTR,
1231 4.6 254,9 172 i 399.15 180TOTAL PROF
1231 74.0 16,6 192 5 214 07
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DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT

547 PARKERs FRAIRIE
3.322

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

ROP1Li

(TEACHER OR sTAFF1

RATIO RANK

AR. NEEKLY EYE

(TEACHER oR sTAFF1

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 328 17,0 19.3 327 s 263,27 262

SECONDARY 447 22.6 19.7 177 S 24,46 342

ADMINSTR, 814 3,0 271.3 140 s 378.29 253

TOTAL PROF 814 A9,6 16.4 208 1 267.05 317

A9ERA5E FOR 3322 I 4 DISTRICTS,

ELEMENTARY 540 23,7 22.4 1 266.12

SECONDARY 661 32.2 20.6 S 271147

ADNINSTR, 1294
4.5 282.6 1 394.50

TOTAL PROF 1294 734 17.4 1 278.74

145 ALBANY
3

ELEMENTARY 740 30.5 24.3 122 $ 249.25 345

SECONDARY 861 42,9 261 156 S 288.95 172

ADMINSTR, 1742 5,2 336.9 32 S 393,19 199

TOTAL PROF 1742 97,2 17.9 99 1 278.13 253

693 BIWA
3 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 328 15.0 21.9 226 $ 325.41 33

SECONDARY
446 20.1 22,2 61 $ 308.81 85

ANINSTR, 824 3.2 254.3 173 5 397,69 186

*
TOTAL PROF 824 46,8 17.6 116 S 325,32 62

314 BOHAN
3321

ELEMENTARY
530 18.0 29.4 15 S 269.17 219

SECONOARY 595 37,7 15.8 368 / 24609 376

AOHINsTR. 1212 4.0 303.0 73 S 433.14 77

TOTAL PROF 1212 69.5 11.4 127 S27j,58 290

093 CARLTON
3323

ELEMENTARY
441 19,5 22,6 193 5 271,44 204

SECONDARY
483 25.6 18,9 227 $ 307.01 90

4DMINSTR,
978 3,4 287.6 102 1 49,411 53

TOTAL PROF 978 58.5 1647 182 1 303,42 106

182 CRO BY IRONTON 3323
ELEMENTARY 652 31.5 200 281 1 265.96 241

SECONDARY 923 39,1 23,2 32 S 285.45 188

AOMIN5TR. 1683 6.0 280.5 116 1 35649 323

TOTAL Mg 1683 93.8 17.9 98 $ 282.41 222

317 DEER RIVER
3 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 546 25.5 21.4 254 $ 317.23 43

SECONDARY 619 27,8 22,3 58 5 319,15 49

ADHIN5TR, 1255 5.0 251.0 179 S 441.37 64

TOTAL PROF 1255 70,0 17.9 100 S 339402 39

880 HOWARD LAKE
3323

ELEMENTARY 446 25.4 17.6 373 1 2,6,74 413

SECONDARY 566 28.2 20.0 150 S 267.19 219

CONSTR. 1084
4.5 240.9 199 1 394.32 192

TOTAL PROF 1084 73.2 1418 325 5 263173 337

414



DISTRICT NAME

204 KASSoN MANTORVILLE

TYPE OF DISTRICT

3 3 2 3

ENROLLMENT

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

(TEACHER oR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AYE. WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OW STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 527 24.0 22.0 220 s 251.48 331

SECONDARY 608 29.2 20.8 124 % 272.28 252

ADN1N5TR. 1206 3.5 344.6 29 $ 340.31 343

TOTAL PROF 1206 66.5 17.6 117 $ 266.9R 318

_*
741 PONESVILLE 3323

ELEmENTARY 704 16.3 30.4 2 $ 214,30 401

SECoNDARy 796 47.5 16.7 331 S 276,97 232

ADMIN5TR. 1608 4.3 370.5 19 S 412.02 144

TOTAL PROF 1608 83,4 19,3 29 $ 275,58 266

549 PERMAK 3 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 481 21.8 22.3 206 $ 279.16 162

5ECONOARY 688 40.9 21.7 77 5 312.06 78

ADMIN5TR, 1455 5,0 291.0 96 $ 309.20 212

TOTAL PROF 1455 03,7 17,4 133 $ 308.96 92

810 PLAINVIEW 3 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 470 21.0 /2,4 204 $ 268.58 223

. SECONDARY 518 31,0 18.6 236 $ 278.45 224

ADmIN5TR, 1136 4,7 243.7 196 S 408.00 153

TOTAL pROF 1138 71.0 1610 241 5 201.61 225

637 REDwOOD FALLS 3 3 2 3

ELEHENTARy 705 29.2 24,1 132 $ 26.96 121

SECONDARY 812 44,5 18.2 255 S 2,15,19 190

ADNINSTR, 1631 ,.0 327.4 37 $ 443,59 62

TOTAL PROF 1637 95,1 17.2 146 i 297,57 134

139 RUSH CITY 3

ELEMENTARY 429 18.0 23.8 147 $ 286.18 124

SECONDARY 454 24.4 18.6 240 5 296101 135

ADNIN5TR. 936 362 292.5 93 S 472,58 41

TOTAL PROF 936 c2,6 11.8 109 i 303,68 105

743 $AU CENTRE

ELEMENTARY 535 29.0 18.4 351 i 268.57 225

SECONDARY 1042 47.3 22.0 69 5 298,94 123

AOMINSTR. 1647 5.3 311.3 55 S 423,63 113

TOTAL PROF 1647 103.8 15.9 254 S 289164 180

237 SPRING vALLET 3 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 495 22.0 22,5 198 i 247.58 351

SECoNDARy 530 21.5 19.3 201 S 258.8A 311

APINSTR. 1091 3,0 36361 22 S 403.11 169

TOTAL PROF 1091 62.1 11.6 118 S 2c9.36 351

811 wA845MA 3323
ELEMENTARY 323 16,4 19.7 307 i 2;6.93 300

SECONDARY 593 33.0 18,0 270 1 258.67 314

ADMINSTR, 988 9.5 219.6 238 5 380.15 213

TOTAL PROF 968 64.1 15.3 298 s 267.95 309
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DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT ENROLLMENT

FT(

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

POHL/

PERCHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

M. WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

B19 WADENA 3323
ELEMENTARY 695 3340 al 1 268 $ 235438 398

SECONDARY 999 47,0 21.3 95 S 266460 281

ADNIN5TR. 1799 042 219,4 24 S 441.52 174

TOTAL PROF 1799 11040 16.2 219 $ 266.22 323

177 WINDOM*
ELEMENTARY 77T 26,0 29,9 13 $ 298.10 82

SECONDARY 902 5240 17.1 316 s 303./6 103

ADMINSTR, 1799 7.0 255,9 169 S 424022 110

TOTAL PROF 1799 105.0 17.0 161 $ 308456 93

AVERAGE FOR 3 3 2 3 (18 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 546 2366 23.5 $ 268.80

SECONDARY 705 36,0 19.7 $ 286.15

ADMINSTR. 1337
4 7 28865 1 410.15

TOTAL PROF 1337 7844 17.1 % 2A6.33

299 CALEDONIA 3 3 2 4

ELEMENTARY 484 25,2 19.2 329 $ 249427 105

SECONDARY 793 41,1 19.3 199 S 301.11 118

AOHINSTR. 1303 460 286.3 105 $ 38247 239

TOTAL PROF 1383 A7,4 15,8 260 S 304442 100

601 FOSPON 3324
ELEMENTARY 450 24.0 18.8 344 $ 279492 155

SECONDARY 595 32.2 18.5 249 S 290.24 164

ADMINSTR, 1104 440 276.0 124 1 381472 243

TOTAL PRoF )104 11.2 15.5 287 $ 290466 174

612 GLENWOOD 3 3 2 4

ELEMENTARY 536 2045 18.8 341 $ 310425 55

SECONDARY 746 32.0 23.3 31 5 363451 25

ADM1NSTR. 1301 5.0 276.2 123 S 363.13

'S

302

TOTAL PROF 13' 80.5 17.2 152 338.36 44

390 LAKE OF THE WOODS 332 4
ELEMENTARY 21,0 2144 256 1 247.85 115

SECONDARY - ',1
2642 18.1 232 $ 246.25 134

ADHIN5TR, 901 3,6 274,2 132 S 420460 120

TOTAL PROF 907 59.3 16.6 191 S 244,58 144

432 NAHNOMEN 3324
,

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

390

562

1040

29.0

21.7

1944

242

193

$ 26424

3 292,66

123

150

ADMINSTR. 1019 4,5 226.4 224 S 620652 121

TOTAL PROF 1019 66.0 1544 290 $ 301,77 115

769 MORRIS 3 3 2 4

ELEMENTARY 577 23.0 2541 90 $ 241421 134

SECONDARY 092 4448 1949 166 $ 248431 In

ADMIN5TR. 1566 540 313,2 53 s 419133 125

TOTAL PROF 1546 9110 1712 148 $ 297461 132
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DISTRICT NAME TTPE OF DISTRICT

FTE PUPIL/ AR, wEEKLY FTE

TEACHERS iTEACHER OR STAFF) (TEACHER OR STAFF!

ENROLLMENT OR 5TAFF PATIO RANK SALARY RANK

602 ROSEAU 3 3 2 4

ELEMENTARY 598 27.9 21.4 251 S 272.69 193

SECONDARY 729 35.4 20.6 134 i 24,88 310

*IN5TR. 1422 6,5 219.4 239 s 424,78 103

707AL PRoF 1422 94.6 15,0 309 S 274,77 270

858 ST CHARLES

ELEMENTARY 453 19.0 23.8 145 $ 305111 66

SECONDARY 543 29.3 10.6 241 i 2R8,45 174

ADMIN5TR. 1070 3.7 291.6 95 S 404,02 166

TOTAL PROF 1070 67.0 16.0 249 S 304.70 98

AVERAGE FOR 3 3 2 4 I 0 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 492 23,3 21.3 S 289.33

SECONDARY

ADMINSTR,

TOTAL pROF

668

1241

1241

33.7

4,6

77.1

19.6

270.4

16.1

s 297.43

S 402,06

$ 300199

777 BENSoN 3 3 2 5

ELEMENTARY 693 31,0 22.4 205 S 3n7,69 60

SECONDARY 928 58.1 18.5 243 S 326141 59

ADMINSTR, 1734 6.4 270.1 144 s 388.17 217

TOTAL pROF 1734 107.2 16,2 224 s 317,07 75

695 CH SHOLM 3 3 2 5

ELEMENTARY 539 27,0 20.0 297 s 31,5 37

SECONDARY 747 42,4 17.6 297 S 362.77 26

ADMIN5TR. 1381 6.4 215.8 249 s 427.71 93

ToTAL PROF 1361 94,1 14.7 335 $ 352603 27

697 DELETH 3 3 2 5

ELEMENTARY 684 26.0 26.3 49 S 317.83 42

SECONDARY 950 39.4 24.1 13 S-30.91 91

ADHINSTR, 1727 4,2 411.2 8 s 424.52 107

TOTAL PROF 1727 R6.6 19.9 15 S 317.65 73

703 MOUNTAIN IRON 3 3 2 5

ELEMENTARY 337 17.0 19,6 313 $ 367,75 5

SECONDARY 435 22,5 19.4 194 S 3R4.06 11

ADMINSTR, 020 3,0 270.6 143 S 513.4 23

TOTAL pPoF 820 583 14.0 364 $ 376.31 13

583 FIRESTONE* 3 3 2 5

ELEMENTARY 744 31,3 23.8 150 S 312.78 49

SECONDARY 915 51.0 17.9 276 S 302,26 llo

ADMIN5TR. 1765 10,0 176,7 325 S 371.69 275

TOTAL PROF 1765 111.6 15,8 261 S 313,98 80

504 SLAYTON 3 3 2 5

ELEMENTARY 494 19.0 26.0 , 58 S 266.98 236

SECONDARY 629 34.6 18.1 268 S MN 298

ADMINSTR, 1202 4,0 300 78 S 419.78 123

TOTAL PROF 1202 71.5 16,8 175 S 277,27 259

A 9 11



DISTRiCT NAME
TYPE OF DISTRICT

FTE
PUPIL/

AVE, WEEKLY FTE

TEACHERS
(TEACHER OR STAFF, (TEACHER OR STAFF)

, ENROLLMENT
OR STAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

505 FULDA

AVERAGE FOR 3 3 2 5

3331

( 6 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

AOM1N5TR,

TOTAL PROF

581

767

1438

1438

25,2

40.0

5,7

88.2

23o0

194

274,1

16.2

$ 3?4,21

$55 343223545;7:2:

ELEMENTARY
355 16.0 22 2 210 $ 277.43 168

SECONDARY
461 27,2 17.2 313 $ 320882 10

ADMINSTR.
863 2,8 304.9 68 $ 418.78 126

TOTAL PROF
863 53.8 16.0 240 $ 314.16 78

640 WOW°
3 1

ELEMENTARY
286 17 4 16.4 401 $ 268,95

220

SECONDARY
552 29.7 1816 239 $ 272177 250

ADMINSTR.
909 4.3 212.9 260 $ 392,67 202

TOTAL PROF
909 A3.0 14.4 344 $ 278.67 249

110 WACONIA
3 3 3 1

ELEMENTARY
586 25.0 23,5 165 278.51 163'

SECONDARY
821 33,3 24.6 5 S 365121 23

ADMINSTR.
1524 4,2 365,5 21 $ 479.04 38

TOTAL PROF 1524 79,9 19.1 41 $ 338.37
43

AVERAGE FOR 3 3 3 1 ( 3 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY
409 19.5 2017

i 274,96

SECONDARY
613 30.1 20.1

S 339.60

AOMINSTR,
1098

3.8 294,4
S 410.17

TOTAL PROF 1098
65,6 164 $310.40

145 GLYNOON . FELTON
3 3 3 2

ELEMENTARY
396 114 22.6 192 $ 262.79 266

SECONDARY
430 1901 21.8 75 $ 272,90 249

ADMINSTR.
879 3.5 251.1 178 i 357,86 318

TOTAL PROF
879 51,6 17.0 160 $ 270,03 298

AVERAGE FOR 3 3 3 2 ( I DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 396 1715
22,6

$ 242,79

SECONDARY
00 19.7 21.8

$ 272,90

ADMINSTR.
879 3,5 251.1

S 357,86

TOTAL PROF
819 51.6 17.0

S 270.03

511 ADRIAN
3 3 1 3

ELEMENTARY
324 1715 18.5 349 $ 279.32 161

SECONDARY
520 26,6 19.5 188 S 273.51 246

ADMINSTR.
895 4.0 223.7 231 S 399,54 177

TOTAL PROF
895 57.6 15.5 . 284 $ 213,31 215

146 WINE ILLE
3 3 3

ELEMENTARY
432 1985 224 213 $ 216,09 175

SECONDARY
618 20.4 21.7 76 $ 296.28 133

Aom1N5711.
1125 3,0 375.0 18 $ 404,91 165

TOTAL PROF 1125 61.0 1864 73 $ 296.43 141

421



D STRICT NAME

216 BLUE EARTH

TYPE OF DISTRICT

3 3 3 3

ENRoLLNENT

FTE

TEACHERS

oR STAFF

PUPIL/

CTEACHER oR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVE. WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

1KLARY RANK

E LEMENTARY
502 23,0 21.6 230 $ 284,02 133

SECONDARY 657 32,0 20,5 139 $ 346.71 41

14

7,0 171.7 324 $ 413.47 139

TOTAL PROF 1;4: 76,6 16.2 216 $ 327.26 59

846 BRECKENRIDGE*
ELEMENTARY 546 24.5 22.3 207 $ 285.01 128

SECONDARY 778 43.1 18.1 267 S 3P6,68 .58

*INS1R. 1425 7.9 203.6 260 $ 373.77 266

TOTAL PROF 1425 OM 16.2 223 $ 313.17 84

1 1 5 ASS LAKE
3 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 408 21,0 19.4 311 S 211,90 141

SECONDARY 418 23.2 18.0 213 S 241106 157

ADMINSTR. 882 3.0 294.0 89 5 543,15 6

TOTAL PROF 882 6415 13,7 378 1 297.30 138

732 GAYLORD
3 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 331 14.0 23.6 157 i 281.23 146

SECONDARY 444 22,2 2010 162 i 270.34 225

AOHINSTR, 822
3,0 274,0 133 , S 315.76 225

TOTAL PROF 822 45.6 10,0 91 $ 290,01 179

422 GLENCOE* 3 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 652 2605 24.6 113 1 289,06 108

SECONDARY 897 46.4 19.3 197 S 290,31 162

ADMINSTR,
7.3 229.9 219 429.68 83

TOTAL PROF 1667744 100.3 16.7 185 S 301.00 119

254 KENYON*
3 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 395 17.0 23.2 176 i 255.9) 309

SECONDARY 469 26.4 17,8 285 S 27405 241

ADMINSTR. 920 4.0 230.0 218 S 437133 70

TOTAL PROF 920 55.1 16.7 184 S 211.61 256

857 LEWISTON
3 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 362 I7.0 21.3 258 S 289,41 103

SECONDARY 511 21,7 23.5 26 $ 20.53 212

ADMINSTR, 942 3,2 29762 82 $ 313,10 238

TOTAL PROF 942 52.7 17.9 105 $ 290.78 172

108 NORWOOD . YOUNG AMERICA 3 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 336 17.0 19.8 306 $ 272.51 194

SECONDARY 581 24.4 23,8 21 s 283,06 200

ADNINSTR, 983 3.0 327.7 36 S 486.11 32

TOTAL PROF 083 56.9 170 141 S 295,99 143

653 OLIViA
3 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 282 12,0 2395 162 S 201.42 99

SECONDARY 491 29,0 1701 315 S 2010717. 153

AOH1NSTR, 849 3,4 249.1

'164

181 1 314.21 234442
TOTAL PROF 849 51,4 201 :1 291058 133 i



DISTRICT NAME
TYRE OF DISTRICT

FTE
PUPIL/ AVE. WEEKLY FTE

TEACHERS
(TEACHER OR STAFF)

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

ENROLLMENT
OR STAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

084 SLEEPY EYE
3 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY
304 13.0 23,4 167 $ 245,63

SECONDARY
459 25.9 1717 29 5269.21

ADMINSTR.
868 3.2 27318 134 S 315,08

TOTAL PROF
868 51.5 16.9 170 1 244.20

417 TRACY
3 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 516 27.0 19.1 333 5212.53

SECONDARY
682 35,6 19.2 205 $ 265.55

ADMINSTR. 1285 4,0 32113 42 1 393,09

TOTAL PROF 1285 A2,6 15.6 280 1 272.06

395 WATERVILLE
3 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 394 ILO 23.2 178 1 24.66

SECONDARY
474 25,6 18.5 242 $ 22.20

ADMINSTR,
930 3.0 310,0 57 1 446,04

TOTAL PROF 930 58,1 1610 243 $ 293,51

AVERAGE FOR 3 3 3 3 (14 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 413 19.0 21.9
1 277.77

SECONDARY 571 29,3 19.6
$ 29.28

ADMINSTR. 1060 4.1 270.5
$ 41849

TOTAL PROF 1060
64,4 16,5 $ 293.02

131 ARLINGTON
3 3 3 4

tfl
ELEMENTARY 396 23.5 14.9 394 s 260.28

SECONDARY 551 24,4 22.6 SI $ 256.52

ADMINSTR. 1006 3.5 287.4 103 1 372.36

TOTAL PROF 1006 59.4 16.9 166 1 266,46

756 BLOOMiNG PRAIRIE
3 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 507 27,0 18.8 342 $ 270.19

SECONDARY
653 35,3 18,5 244 $ 306.51

ADMINSTR. 1224
4.3 282,7 110 1 39180

TOTAL PROF 1224 76.6 16,0 246 297036

166 COOK COUNTY
3 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY
393 23,0 17.1 386 2111.02

SECONDARY
460 20.3 22,6 49 337059

*INSTR. 906 4,5 203,1 282 1 461.85

TOTAL PROF 906 55.5 1663 212 310,87

324 JACKSON
3 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY
567 27.0 21,0 271 $ 249.44

SECONDARY 728 37.1 19.6 183 1 270.47

,ADMINSTR. 1383 9.4 147.1 371 $ 404.95

TOTAL PRoF 1383 ,90.0 15.4 296 $ 282.77

670 LOVERNE
3.34

ELEMENTARY 682 28,8 23.1 156 1 279.42

SECONDARY 863 43.6 194 173 1 2A5.40

ADMINSTR. 1636 5.4 301.3 75 $ 4211,04

TOTAL PROF 1636 92,5 17.7 115 1 292.71

360

265

261

321

195

287

193

286

131

203

57

157

286

33i

271

32o

209

94

336

137

148

53

45

70

342

260

164'

218

159

189

92

162

425

42
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DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT

377 MADISON 3 3 3 4

ENROLLMENT

FIE PAL/
TEACHERS (TEACHER OR STAFF)

OR STAFF RATIO RANK

AVE, WEEKLY FtE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 306 1643 18.7 345 $ 27602S 173

SECONDARY 517 2646 1945 192 S 279640 221

ADHINSTR, 873 2,9 305.2 116 $ 399646 178

TOTAL PROF 813 5660 1546 278 / 290091 171,

SOO SOUTHLAND* 4

ELEMENTARY 360 1940 18.9 336 S ?79455 158

SECONDARY 632 3645 1743 306 S 270477 251

ADM1NSTR. 1060 5.0 21146 264 i 376416 258

TOTAL PROF 1060 7503 14,1 361 $ 211494 224

841 ST AMES* 3 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 651 30,2 21.6 244 S 276.42 171

SECONDARY 873 4642 18.9 225 S 291170 154

ADMIN5TR. 1615 7,0 23067 214 S 365402 298

TOTAL PROF 1615 9846 1644 209 S 248452 190

446 WARREN 3 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 387 18,0 21.5 248 $ 282,10 139

SECONDARY 451 2647 16.9 327 $ 249600 171

ADMINSTR. 898 3,e 28462 108 S 393126 197

TOTAL PROF 898 5743 15.7 274 $ 293433 158

260 ZUMBROTA 3 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 347 16.0 21,7 239 I 293130 94

SECONDARY 409 25.1 16.3 350 S 300171 119

ADMIN5TR0 815 3,0 27117 137 S 427.50 95

TOTAL PROF 815 55,2 1418 329 $ 299496 124

AVERAGE FOR 3 3 3 4 110 DISTRICTS) :

ELEMENTARY 459 2209 2010 S 274'00

SECONDARY 613 32,2 1942 i 248,81

ADMINSTR6 1141 408 25245 S 398400

TOTAL PROF 1141 71.6 1569 $ 291628

891 CANBY 3 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 373 21,0 1748 367 $ 245416 364

SECONDARY 742 34,5 21.5 88 S 247411 182

ADMINSTR. 1196 4.0 299,0 00 S 385491 224

TOTAL PROF 1196 72.5 16.5 203 $ 270.78 294

378 DAWSON 3 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 337 ILI 1846 348 S 242.08 140

SECONDARY 451 24,2 10.7 236 i 314,02 76

ADMINSTR. 844 3,4 245.3 193 S 450.42 54

TOTAL PROF 044 54.4 1565 286 S 11.01 88

275 GOLDEN VALLEY * 3 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 571 2240 26.2 54 $ 347,08 15

SECONDARY 846 39.7 21.3 94 S 342434 14

ADMINSTR. 1496 7,0 213.7 257 1 524.09 15

TOTAL PROF 1496 . 85.2_ 11.6 115 S 38677 --: --8 '



DISTRICT NAME PE OF DISTRICT

FTE PUPILTEACHERS

(TEACHER OR STAFF) lfgiNWEERE5YSTTAF1

/

ENROLLMENT OR STAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

894 GRANITE FALLS 3 3335

ELEMENTARY 478 18.0 26,6 44 $ 308.22 59

SECONDARY 644 334 19.2 202 S 305.17 98

ADMINSTR, 1194 6,0 199.0 287 s 417,86 128

TOTAL PROF 1194 74,2 16.1 231 S 314,12 79

837 MADELIA
3 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 298 15.0 19.9 302 S 271,44 205

SECONDARY 542 32.3 16,8 330 5 291,33 156

ADMINSTRo 896 3,2 260.0 118 5 406,26 158

TOTAL PROF 896 60,5 14.8 322 $ 293.09 159

224 WELLS
3 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 373 21,0 11.8 166 S 233,63 405

SECONDARY 580 21,6 21.0 108 S 277.13 231'

ADMINSTR, 1012 5.2 194.6 291 S 369.17 283

TOTAL PROF 1012 68.0 14.9 318 i 267.67 310

803 WHEATON 3 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY 355 15.0 23.7 154 S 262.50 265

SECONDARY 476 26,6 17,6 286 $ 254.88 339

ADM1NSTR, 683 5.0 176.2 326 S 381,83 219

TOTAL PROF 883 58,2 15.2 299 1 269,90 300

L4

0
AVERA E FOR 3335 ( 7 015TRICTS1

ELEMENTARY
398 18,6 214 $ 278059

SECONDARY
611 31.2 194 $ 301.71

ADMINSTR, 1074
4,8 229.7 $ 420.22

TOTAL PROF 1074 6706 15.8 8 301.91

912 MILACO 4 2 1 3

ELEMENTARY 911 25.4 35,9 4 $ 259.33 268

SECONDARY 1082 62.6 17.3 307 S 303.76 102

ADM1NSTR. 2093 8,1 259.4 162 S 421,46 118

TOTAL PROF 2093 109,4 19,1 39 i 300.83 120

AVERAGE FOR 4 2 1 3 ( 1 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 911 25.4 35.9 5 259.33

SECONDARY 1082 62,6 17.3 $ 303476

AOMINSTR. 2093 8,1 259,4 S 421.46

TOTAL PROF 2093 109,4 19.1 5 300,83

011 ANOKA
4 2 2 1

ELEMENTARY 14942 511,5 29.2 16 S 275,09 III

SECONDARY 13612 591.3 2310 38 $ 249,91 166

ADMINSTR. 31281 83.4 375.1 17 i 439.77 65

TOTAL PROF 31281 1513.8 2017 7 i 293.99 154

141 CMISAO0 LAKES
4 2 2 1

ELEMENTARY 863 36,0 244 140 $ 247.36 352

SECONDARY 1056 52,0 20.3 151 5 264,05 295

ADMINSTR, 2055 7.2 284.2 107 $ 397,85 163

TOTAL PROF 2055 114.5 17.9 97 S 267.54 311

429
43 0
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FTE PUPIL/ AVE, WEERLy FTE

TEACHERS !TEACHER OR STAFF) (TEACHER OR STAFF)

DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT ENROLLMENT OR STAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

ISO COLD SPRING @ RICHMOND 4 2 2 1

ELEMENTARY 830 35.0 23 7 152 265.66

SECONDARY 1216 51,6 23,6 25 $ 280,09

ADmINSTR. 2200 7,3 301.4 74 s 423,00

TOTAL PROF 2200 112.7 19.5 26 S 2R1.54

728 ELK RIVER 4 2 2 1

ELEMENTARY 1801 78,0 23.1 101 $ 286,60

SECONDARY 1940 80.6 24.1 15 $ 331.40

*INSTR. 4102 12,6 325,6 39 $ 487,28

TOTAL PROF 4102 210,2 19.5 27 s 323.19

192 FARMINGTON" 4 2 2 1

ELEMENTARY 940 31.0 30.3 10 $ 251.35

SECONDARY 1021 51,7 19.7 178 S 269.78

*IN5TR. 2117 5,2 409,5 9 S 392.95

TOTAL PROF 2117 110,3 19.2 37 $ 244,79

831 FOREST LAKE. 4 2 2 1

ELEMENTARY 2654 102.9 25.8 62 S 256.90

SECONDARY 2867 136.8 21.0 113 S 259.47

ADMINsTR. 6012 17.9 3361 33 S 444.31

TOTAL PROF 6012 307.5 19,6 25 $ 273.45

194 LAKEVILLE 4 2 2 1

ELEMENTARY 1249 49,0 25.5 73 i 249096

SECONDARY
1379 62.0 22,2 59 S 279067

ADMINSTR. 2858 9,7 294.6 07 $ 415.37

TOTAL PROF 2858 154,6 18.5 70 5 272.04

740 MELROSE 4 2 2 1

ELEMENTARY 589 32,4 ithe 359 S 241.19

SECONDARY 1338 63.0 21.0 111 $ 317.48

MAWR, 2095 4,4 477,2 3 S 378.18

IDTAL PRoF 2095 117.9 17.8 110 S 249,31

72) NEW FRAM 422.1
ELEMENTARY 709 32.5 2118 231 S 231131

SECONDARY 1302 50.7 25.7 3 S 304.70

ADHINSTR. 2181 5.0 436.2 6 $ 424,66

TOTAL PROF 2181 109.2 20.0 13 S 279,49

138 NORTH RANCH 4221
ELEMENTARY 990 33,0 30.0 12 i 254,01

SECONDARY 938 40,5 23.1 37 S 263,67

ADmINSTR. 2071 6,8 30312 72 S 348,43

TOTAL PROF 2071 96,6 21.4 1 S 269134

196 ROSEMOUNT*
4221

ELEMENTARY 4495 154.5 29.1 20 S 239.63

SECONDARY 3132 150.2 20.8 122 S 268.96

ADMINSTR, 8537 22,7 376,6 16 $ 458.60

TOTAL PRoF 8537 411,6 20,7 5 5 262.28

243

215

115

220

122

56

31

64

332

262

200

333

301

309

59

274

341

219

136.

279

375

88

254

101

408

101

106

244

317

296

216

302

380

270

50

344



DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT

015 ST FRANCIS 4 2 2 1

ENROLLkENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVE, WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 1477 51,0 29,0 22 S 278.27 165

SECONDARY 1391 81,4 17.1 317 $ 282.69 201

AOMINS18. 3128 9.9 316,3 47, S 445,12 58

TOTAL PROF 3128 166.2 18.8 55 S 290,04 178

AVERAGE FOR 4 2 2 1 (12 DISTRICTS!

ELEMENTARY 2628 95,6 25.8 $ 256.44

SECONDARY 2599 11707 21°8
S 283.49

ADMINSTR, 5719 1600 353.0 5 424,63

TOTAL PROF 5719 285.4 19.5 $ 28665

199 INVER GROVE " PINE BEND 4 2 2 2

ELEMENTARY 1968 184 2511 91 S 275002 182

SECONDARY 1989 05,1 23,4 30 S 267091 178

ADMINSTR. 4299 1467 291.9 94 S 424.02 III

TOTAL PROF 4299 20809 20,6 9 S 297,95 130

332 MORA 4 2 2 2

ELEMENTARY 815 28,0 29.1 19 $ 247.72 230

SECONDARY 915 37,7 24.3 8 S 286.41 184

ADMINSTR. 1852 7,5 24619 185 $ 362.02 241

h
TOTAL PROF 1852 91.1 20.3 11 S 268154 189

309 PARK RAP105 4 2 2 2

ELEMENTARY 914 2010 45,7 1 S 202,89 136

SECONDARY 1126 67,8 16,6 340 S 303.40 106

ADMINSTR, 2161 6.4 337.7 31 $ 373,75 268

TOTAL PROF 2161 120,7 17.9 101 S 299,99 123

047 SAUK RAPIDS 42 2 2

ELEMENTARY 1026 46.5 22.1 216 S 219.04 383

SECONDARY 1148 56.3 20.4 147 $ 279.47 220

ADMINSTR. 2381 8,1 294.7 86 $ 377.84 255

TOTAL PROF 2387 132.3 18,0 88 S 266.23 322

AVERAGE FOR 4222 ( 4 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 1180 43,3 30.5 $ 266,17

SECONDARY 1294 61.7 21.2 S 269,30

AOMINSTR, 2674 9,2 292,8 $ 389.40

TOTAL PROF 2674 138.2 19.2 $ 298.)8

022 DETROIT LAKES 4 2 2 3

ELEMENTARY 1344 55.5 2462 124 S 256.19 307

SECONDARY 1781 77,7 2219 40 0 267,32 278

AOMINSTR, 3344 114 290.8 97 5 359.57 282

TOTAL PROF 3144 174.0 19.Z 35 s 260,32 303

051 FOLEY 4 2 2 3

ELEMENTARY 753 30,0 25.1 89 S 281142 144

SECONDARY 1038 46.9 22.1 62 $ 270.63 258

ADMINSTR, 1916 3 7 522.1 I S 433,80 75

TOTAL PROF 1916 96.8 19.8 19 $ 285,04 202

3
44



DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT

FTE PUPIL/ AVE, MEEKLY FTE

TEACHERS (TEACHER OR STAFF) (TEACHER OR STAFFS'.

ENROLLMENT OR STAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

012 CENTENNIAL

AVERAGE FOR 4 223

4 3 I 3

( 2 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

ADMINSTR,

TOTAL PROF

1048

1409

2630

2630

42.8

62,3

7,6

135.4

2447

224

406.4

19.5

$ 268480

$ 268.91

$ 401469

$ 277118

ELEMENTARY 1527 5600 27.3 33 $ 277,10 ITO

SECONDARY 1543 15.5 20,4 142 1 290110 160

ADM1NSTR, 3304 16.3 20247 284 $ 422,28 117

TOTAL PROF 3304 116.2 18.7 59 $ 301.20 118

700 HERMANTOWN
4313

ELEMENTARY 894 37.0 24.2 129 S 309.25 58

SECONDARY 966 43,8 2241 67 $ 361434 28

ADMINSTR. 1972 8.0 246.5 188 S 437.58 69

TOTAL PROF 1972 10441 18.9 49 1 346,87 31

381 LAKE SUPERIOR`
4 3 1 3

ELEMENTARY 1601 5948 26.8 39 S 357483 10

SECONDARY 2100 99.9 2140 109 i 369451 21

ADM1NSTR. 3921 13.3 29349 90 S 496.20 28

TOTAL PROF 3921 206.0 19.0 46 $ 368.46 20

704 PROCTOR
4313

ELEMENTARY 1137 44.0 254 61 $ 280430 152

SECONDARY 1503 61,2 2446 7 $ 324470 65

ADM1NSTR, 2812 9.0 312,4 54 S 472,56 42

TOTAL PROF 2812 13348 2140 3 $ 321.85 66

AVERAGE FOR 4 3 1 3 ( 4 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 1289 49.2 26.0

SECONDARY 1528 7041 22.0

ADMINSTR, 3002 1147 26349

TOTAL PROF 3002 15501 1944

877 BUFFALO 4 3 2 1

ELEMENTARY 1402 54.5 25.7 64

SECONDARY 1488 61.6 261 12

*INSTR. 3169 7,0 452.7 5

TOTAL PROF 3169 150.5 21.0 2

911 CAMBRIDGE
4 3 2 1

ELEMENTARY 1533 616 269 99

SECONDARY 1741 78.8 22.1 65

ADMIN5TR. 3524 12.2 288.9 101

TOTAL PROF 3524 210.4 16.7 180

656 FAR1BAULT 4 3 2 1

ELEMENTARY 1942 73.9 26.3 51-

SECONDARY 2078 102.9 20.2 153

AOM1NSTR, 4374 19.5 223.8 230

TOTAL PROF 4374 _262.8 16.6 189

$ 306412

S 316.56

S' 457.15

S 334.60

$ 268.59 222

S 350.14 37

S 407463 155

$ 315.56 77

S 245,74 125

$ 3%)5 87

$ 436.21 72

$ 301.57 117

S 262.81

5 244.66

5 343453

S 279.6



DISTRIc7 NAME

200 HASTINGS

TYPE OF DISTRICT

4 3 2 1

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

PUPIL/

1TEACMER OR STAFF1

RATIO RANK

REEKLY FTE

ITEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 2136 80.0 26.7 41 S 247.65 350

SECONDARY
2696 124,5 21.7 81 S 282.64 202

ANINSTR, 5251 ILO 308.9 62 S 401.45 175

TOTAL PROF 5251 273,9 19.2 38 S 240.74 232

477 PRINCETON
4 3 2 1

ELEMENTARY 1211 54.0 22.4 200 S 303.97 70

SECONDARY 1218 55.0 22.1 63 S 318.57 51

ADMINSTR, 2608 8.5 305.0 67 S 520.93 11

TOTAL PROF 2608 147.2 17.7 114 $ 318.37 42

719 PRIOR LAKE
4321

ELEMENTARY 1144 44.0 26.0 59 S 252.18 325

SECONDARY 1222 56.3 21.7 78 S 262,61 299

ADMINsTR, 2621 8.7 300.9 76 S 48.78 85

TOTAL PROF 2621 136.1 19.3 32 5 270.61 295

833 SoUTN WA5HINGTON COUNTY 4 3 2 1

ELEmENTARY 4976 201.0 24.8 108 S 264.40 253

SECONDARY
4942 230.2 21.5 91 5 290.20 165

ADMINSTR. 10674 34.0 313.9 51 s 441.07 52

TOTAL PROF 10674 560.5 19.0 45 S 293.99 152

L+J

206 ALEXANDRIA

AVERAGE F R 4 3 2 I

4322

7 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

ADM1NSTR.

TOTAL PROF

2049

2197

4603

4603

81,3

101.4

15,3

240.8

25,3

21.9

313,5

184

$ 269.34

5 302.42

5 412,80

$ 297.21

ELEMENTARY 1596 63.7 2581 92 s 253.50 318

SECONDARY 2090 88.1 Z3.7 23 S 249.45 122

*INSTR. 3937 12.7 309.3 60 S 412.49 141

TOTAL PROF 3937 199,1 19.8 20 $ 291,04 170

031 OEmIDJ1
ELEMENTARY 1934 76.0 25.4 74 S 269.41 216

SECONDARY 2419 104,2 23.2 33 5 243.45 146

ADMINSTR. 4635 17.5 264.9 153 s 42848 08

ToTAL PROF 4635 248.2 10.17 63 S 291.37 169

621 MOUNDS VIEW
ELEMENTARY 6406 292,3 25.4 76 $ 327.54 31

SECONDARY
6936 339,9 20.4 143 $ 382.69 13

ADN1NSTR. 14475 424 344.6 20 $ 459.70 48

TOTAL PROF 14475 784,2 18.5 72 S 365,92 22

279 OSSEO
4 3 2 2

ELEMENTARY
6458 237,0 27.2 34 $ 303.38 71

SECONDARY 6354 276.2 23.0 39 S 376.37 60

ANINSTR, 13869 43,4 319.6 45 s 539,17 9

TOTAL PROF 13869 670,7 20.7 6 $ 337.37 46

437

438



DISTRICT NAME
TYPE OF DISTRICT

FTE PUPIL/ AYF, vEEKLY FTE

TEACHERS (TEACHER OR STAFF) (TEACHER OR STAFF)

ENROLLMENT OR STAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

742 ST CLOUD
4322

ELEMENTARY 4644 181.0 25.7 67 $ 300.35 16

SECONDARY 6395 2P0.0 22.8 43 S 345,82 42

AOMINSTR. 11873 46,0 25841 16(1 5 470.29 43

TOTAL PROF 11873 627.5 18.9 50 i 336,79 49

AvERAGE FOR 4 3 2 2

691 AURORA - HOYT LAKES 4 2 3

I 5 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

*INSTR.

TOTAL PROF

4207

4830

9757

9757

162.0

21717

32,3

506,0

25.8

22.6

299.3

19.3

$ 290,83

S 379.56

S 462.05

S 324.50

ELEMENTARY 965 41.5 23.3 175 1 348.90 14

SECONDARY 1300 72,7 17.9 278 S )75.04 64

ADMINSTR. 2419 11.0 219.9 237 S 457.86 51

TOTAL PROF 2419 150.7 16.0 238 $ 343.28 37

101 BRAINERD
4 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 2665 117.4 22.7 190 S 321.37 38

SECONDARY 3228 155.4 20.8 125 S 336.92 55

AOMINSTR. 6301 0.2 346.2 27 $ 448.51 55

TOTAL PRoF 6301 374.5, 16.8 174 S 331.04 56

595 EAST GRAND FORKS 4 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 926 30.0 24.4 118 S 297.71 84

SECONDARY

AOMINSTR.

1079

2171

sa.5

10.0

18.4

217.1

250

246

$ 302,83

$ 439.64

108

66

TOTAL PROF 2171 130.2 16.7 106 $ 310.68 89

014 FRIDLEY
4 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY
p140 P6.0 24.9 100 $ 310.75 54

SECONDARY 2780 115.1 20.6 133 S 317.33 73

ANINSTR, 5269 18.2 289.0 100 5 541,14 7

TOTAL PROF 5269 273.4 19.3 31 s 340.15 38

361 INTERNATIONAL FALLS 4 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 1250 49.0 25.5 71 $ 319.49 40

SECONDARY 1758 048 20.0 159 $ 349.20 30

ADMINSTR. 3231 11.4 283.4 109 S 427,52 94

TOTAL PROF 3231 172.9 18.7 61 S 347.10 30

482 LITTLE FALLS''-
4 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 1627 56.5 28.8 23 $ 271.42 206

SECONDARY 2061 02,1 22.4 55 5 301.54 115

ADM1NSTR, 3943 13.2 298.7 81 5 475.06 101

TOTAL PROF 3943 201.0 19.6 24 $ 300,28 122

832 MAHTOMEDI*
4 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 817 26,5 30.0 8 $ 314.30 46

SECONDARY 1025 47.0 21.8 74 1 315.31 IS , In

AOMINSTR, 1975 8.2 239.7 202 i 445.14 34 /IV

TOTAL PROF 1975 105,7 18.7 62 S 378,47 58



441

DISIRIcT NAME

129 RONTEUDEO*

TYPE oF DISTRICT

4 3 2 3

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR sTAFF

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

49E. WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 863 44.5 14,4 322 S 257,40 297

SECONDARY 953 54.5 17.5 302 $ 296.71 129

ADHIN5TR, 1959 11.0 17841 321 S 360.17 286

TOTAL PROF 1454 136.6 14,3 341 S 290.22 177

152 mOORHEAD
4 3

ELEMENTARY 2765 134.3 20.6 283 S 324.66 35

SECONDARY 3538 180.8 19.6 185 $ 350.31 36

ADMINSTR. 6749 21.3 317.5 46 s 485.97 33

TOTAL PROF 6744 424.5 15.9 252 $ 345.59 34

659 NORTHFIELD
ELEMENTARY

1333 57.3 2343 1r4 S 269.45 215

SECONDARY 1613 M2.5 19.6 187 S 246,56 130

AOMIN5IR. 3103 1340 244.8 195 i 409.59 144

TOTAL PRoF 3183 193.4 15.5 206 S 247.37 136

016 SPRING LAKE PARK
ELEmENTARY 2352 94.9 24.8 107 S 311.26 52

SECONDARY 2173 103.9 20.9 118 i 342,65 45

ADMINSTR4 4423 16.2 304.1 70 5 482166 37

TOTAL PROF 4923 213.0 18.0 90 $ 335.25 50

508 ST PETER
4323

ELEMENTARY 860 36.0 23.9 144 s 275497 177

SECONDARY 1209 5248 2249 42 S 296,29 132

ADMINSTR, 2211 6.4 34644 25 $ 424467 105

TOTAL PROF 2211 12240 10.2 84 S 296.48 140

564 THIEF RDER FALLS° 4 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 1340 5242 25.7 65 S 271445 203

SECONDARY 1599 67,6 23.6 24 S 325484 62

ADMINSTR, 3178 0,2 385.7 13 $ 442,35 63

TOTAL PROF 3178 16649 14.0 44 S 304451 99

624 WHITE BEAR LAKE 4 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 4496 170,0 26,4 47 $ 287.18 119

SECONDARY 5203 216.5 24.0 11 5 362.23 27

ADMINSTR. 10410 38,5 271.7 138 5 416.38 130

TOTAL PROF 10470 548,5 19.1 40 S 329.19 57

341 wILLMAR
4323

ELEMENTARY 1779 15.5 23.6 160 5 256482 303

SECONDARY 2100 106.0 20.6 135 S 304.70 100

AWNS/R. 4251 18.0 236.2 209 $ 416.57 129

TOTAL PROF 4251 257.9 16.5 205 S 292.66 162

861 WINONA'
3 2 3

ELEHENTARY 2641 106.4 24.8 105 S 263.83 250

SECONDARY 2985 151.7 19.7 181 $ 306,47 95

ADmINSTR. 6076 15.2 394.7 12 S 484.44 35

TOTAL PRoF 6076 339.8 17.9 102 5 300.68 121

442



DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

PUPIL/

.(TEACNER OR STAFFS

RATIO RANK

AVE. WEEKLY FTC

ITEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

518 WORTHINGTON 4 3 2 3

ELEMENTARY 1215 60,0 20.3 289 312.9 So

SECoNDARY 1727 89.4 19.1 198 3?5.32 63

ADMINSTR, 3164
/la 281.1 112 S 413.03 140

TOTAL PROF 3164 200.8 15.8 265 S 324.19 63

AVERAGE F0R 4323 fIT DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 1766 73.3 24.3 $ 294.87

SECONDARY 2141 103.2 20.6 $ 320.91

ADMINSTR, 4204 14.2 285.9 $ 40.22

TOTAL PROF 4204 239.5 17.5 $ 318.66

241 ALBERT LEA 4 3 2 4

ELEMENTARY 2807 117.0 24.0 138 $ 280192 )49

SECONDARY 3381 168.6 20.1 151 $ 219.56 167

ADMINSTR. 6645 24.1 275.2 127 $ 38.63 285

TOTAL PRoF 6645 358.5 18.5 68 $ 294.65 149

094 CLOOET 4324
ELEMENTARY 1382 645 21.4 253 S 375198 32

SECONDARY 1810 94.5 19.2 204 S 3%82 32

ADMINSTR. 1403 13.8 246.6 187 $ 419.72 124

TOTAL PROF 3403 214.2 15.9 253 $ 347,58 29

13 COLUNBIA HEIGHTS 4324
ELEmENTARY 2674 106.3 25.1 87 339.9t 20

SECoNDARY 3567 164.6 21.7 80 S 379,89 16.

ADNINSTP. 6681 23.8 280.4 112 $ P7.79 13

TOTAL PROF 6681 3q7.5 18,7 60 $ 374.84 14

544 FERGUS FALLS 43 4

ELEMENTARY 1573 66,0 23.8 148 $ 254,54 314

SECoNDARY 2009 86,7 23.2 35 S 282,05 205

ADMINsTR. 3856 14,0 274.4 128 S 413,97 138

TOTAL PROF 3856 222.5 17.3 138
S 279.18 246

006 SOUTH ST PAUL 4324
ELEMENTARY 2063 84.5 24.4 115 S 386.55 2

SECONDARY 2795 134,9 20.7 127 S 393.29 7

AUMINSTR. 5207 0.8 277.4 120 S 506,69

TOTAL PROF 5207 284.0 18.3 77 S 397.36 5

AVERAGE FOR 4 3 2 f 5 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 2099 87.7 21.8 317.58

SECONDARY 2712 129.8. 21.0 S 340,32

AOHINSTR, 5158 18.9 270.8 s 447,36

Toth PROF 5158 287.4 17.8 S 3,800

492 AUSTIN 4325
ELEMENTARY 2578 108,5 23.8 151 S 304.21 69

SECONDARY 3488 158,6 22.0 70 S P1026 68

ADMINSTR, 6522 12,6 199.8 286 $ 476,73 91

TOTAL PROF 6522 384,2 17,0 162 $ 321.49 61
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D1STRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT

286 BROOKLYN CENTER
4 3 a S

ENROLLMENT

FTE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

RuRILI

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVF, WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SILARY RANK

ELEmENTARY
779 31,0 25.1 88 $ 355,40 12

SECONDARY 1088 51.8 21,0 110 S 359.56 29

*INSTR. 1996 7,9 252.7 175 $ 504.33 26

TOTAL PROF 1996 110,5 18,1 87' S 371.11 19

316 COLERAINE
4325

ELEMENTARY 892 45.5 19.6 312 $ 340,98 18

SECONDARY 1078 55.1 19.6 184 S 376.70 17

ADN1NSTR. 2108 8,0 263.5 158 s 475.57 40

TOTAL PROF 2108 9.9 16.2 221 s 366.94 21

701.HI88ING
5

ELEmENTARY 1899 81.4 23.3 169 s 364.05 6

SECONDARY 2666 126.6 21%1 107 383.55 12

ADMINSTR. 4877 14,0 346.4 23 $ 460.14 47

TOTAL PRoF 4877 259.6 18.8 56 $ 384,29 10

465 LITCHFIELD 4325
ELEHENTARY 822 34,0 24.2 128 $ 291.86 83

SECONDARY 1133 57.9 19.6 186 s 344.62 43

ADMINSTR, 2088 6.0 348.0 24 s 437.66 67

TOTAL PROF 2088 124.0 16.8 172 s 331.64
54

281 ROOBINSo LE 4325
ELEMENTARY 10273 405.6 25.3 79 s 358,00 8

SECONDARY 12852 554,6 23,2 36 $ 404,30 6

AOMINSTR, 24890 76.5 325.4 40 5 548.82 5

TOTAL PROF 24890 1294.9 19.2 34 s 398.85 4

710 ST LOUIS COUNTY 25
ELEMENTARY 1309 56.6 23.1 180 i 306.63 64

SECONDARY 1611 88,4 18.2 256 $ 341.09 48

AOMINSTRy 3119 12.3 252,6 176 $ 444.21 60

TOTAL PROF 3119 193.8 16.1 232 $ 337.20 47

706 VIRGINIA 4 3 2 5

ELEMENTARY 1030
39.4 26,1 55 S 332,00 25

SECoNDARY 1583 77,6 20.4 144 $ 357.46 31

ADMINSTR. 2794 15.4 18161 311 s 429.36 84

T0TAL PROF 2194 162.9 11,1 153 1 345,87 33

AVERAGE FOR 4 3 2 5 ( 8 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 2447 100,2 23.8 1 332.49

SECONDARY 3187 146,3 20.6 $ 361.03

ADMINSTR. 6049 21,6 271.4 $ 465.85

TOTAL PROF 6049 332,5 17.4 $ 357.18

191 8D NsVILLE
4 3 3 1

ELEMENTARY 5119 204,5 25,0 93 $ 20,68 117

SECONDARY 4748 22344 210 98 i 337.00 54

AOMINSTR. 10807 35.0 308,9 61 $ 516423 21

TOTAL PROF 10807 561,6 19.2 33 $ 3p8,33 69
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DISTRICT NAME

112 CHASKA

TYPE OF DISTRICT

4 3,3 I

ENROLLMENT

FIE

TEACHERS

OR STAFF

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

AVE. WEEKLY FIE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

ELEMENTARY 1374 55.0 25.0 96 S 304.53 67

SECONDARY 1552 74.3 20.9 120 S 342.91

ADMINSTR. 3168 )1,8 268.5 148 5 4211,71 86

TOTAL PRoF 3168 181,5 17.4 126 S 334.36 51

272 EDEN PRAIRIE 4 3 3 1

ELEmENTARY 1075 40.5 26.5 45 $ 327.78 29

SECONDARY 1165 56.3 20.7 129 $ 321.78 67

ADMINsTR, 2416 7.4 326.5 38 $ 519.86 18

TOTAL PROF 2416 130.8 18.5 71 S 318.09 45

882 MONTICELLO 4 3 3 I

ELEMENTARY 876 32.0 27.4 31 S 289.26 106

SECONDARY 878 38.6 22.7 46 S 296.34 131

AOMINSTR, 1896 7.0 270.9 141 5319.19 405

TOTAL PROF 1896 102.9 18.4 74 S 292.57 163

720 SMAKOPEe 4331
ELEMENTARY 1073 43.0 25.0 98 S 258.91 209

SECONDARY 1243 68.2 18.2 257 S 285.05 191

ADMINSTR. 2536 7.4 342.7 30 $ 458.64 49

TOTAL PROF 2536 156.6 16.2 222 S 282.53 221

834 STILLWATER 4

ELEMENTARY 3695 136.5 27.1 36 S 324.93 34

SECONDARY 3814 182.8 20.9 121 S 347.79 40

ADMINSTR. 8141 27.8 293.1 92 S S14,88 22

TOTAL PRoF 8141 423.7 19.2 36 i 396.86 25.

829 WASECAA 4331

ESLEECMOENOTAARRYYN

897

1244

26.0

76.0

34.5

16,4

5

347

S 327.64

S 321.00

ADMINSTR. 2308 10.1 229.4 221 $ 389.01 214

TOTAL PROF 2308 127.6 18.1 85 S 325170 61

284 WAYZATA

ELEMENTARY 2891 110.7 26.1 56 S 315,60 45

SECONOARY 3264 138,8 23.5 27 s 352.41 35

ADONSTR. 6656 22.1 300.8 77 S 508,10 24

TOTAL PROF 6656 334.7 19,9 16 S 346.08 32

AVERA6E FOR 4 3 3 1 ( 8 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 2125 81.0 27.1 S 304.54

SECONDARY 2238 107.3 20.6 S 325.54

ADMINSTR. 4741 16.1 292.6 S 496,03

TOTAL PRoF 474) 252.4 18.4 S 324.56

077 MANKATO 4 3 3 2

ELEMENTARY 3400 134.0 25,4 78 S 310.19 56 A A 0

SECONDARY 4010 194,0 20.7 130 $ 313,05 17 440
ADMINSTR. 7999 340 258.0 167 1 408,45 152

TOTAL PROF 7999 447.7 17.9 104 S 321.32 68



DISTRICT NAME
TYPE OF DISTRICT

FTC
PUPIL/ AVE. WEEKLY

FTE

TEACHERS (TEACHER OR STAFF)
(TEACHER OR STAFF)

ENROLLMENT
OR STAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

AVERAGE FoR 4 3 3

318 GRAND RAPIDS*
4 3 3

2 ( 1 015TRICT$1

ELEMENTARY

SECONDARY

ADMINSTR,

TOTAL PROF

3

3400

4010

7999

7999

134,0 25.4

194.0 20.7

31.0 258.0

447.7 17.9

$ 310419

S 313.05

$ 408,45

$ 32102

ELEMENTARY 2184 88.6 24.6 111 S 305,50

SECONDARY
2761 139,1 19.8 169 $ 342.18

ADNINSTR.
5260 19.2 273,4 136

s 414.73

TOTAL PROF 5260 289.2 18,2 82 $ 312.02

HUTCHINSON
433

ELEMENTARY
986 37,0 26.6 43 $ 337,62

SECONDARY
1277 62.7 20.4 148 $ 330,67

ADONSTR.
2469 11.0 224,5 229 $ 391,68

TOTAL PROF 2469 137.0 18.0
92 $ 33162

276 MINNETONKA
4333

ELEHENTARY
3233 125,5 25.8 63 S 372.00

SECONDARY 3887 157.2 24.7 4 $ 409.72

ADMINSTR. 7628 25,4 100.4 79 $ 530.93

TOTAL PRUE 7628 302.5 19.9 14 $ 401.32

277 MOUND
4 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY
1597 52,3 30.5 9 $ 356.32

SECONDARY
1909 A3,4 22,9

41 $ 374.76

*INSTR. 3789 1317 276,8 121 $ 523.75

TOTAL PROF
3789 195.2 19.4 28 344.52

088 NEw ULM MAN5KA
4 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY
1399 57.5 24.3 119 $ 307.18

SECONDARY
1668 9210 18.1 260 S 31740

ADMINSTR. 3339 7.0 477.0 4 $ 341.36

TOTAL PROF
3339. 192,5 17,3 136 $ 317.74

6 2 NORTH ST PAUL4APLEWOOD
4 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY
4926 190.0 25.9 60 $ 363.77

SECONDARY
5586 255,3 2169 72 $ 388.00

ANINSTR, 11406 35.7 319.8 43 $ $40.61

TOTAL PROF 11406 579.3 1907 22 $ 393.19

278 ORONO*
4333

ELEMENTARY
1151 30,0 18,4 3 $ 344.21

SECONDARY
1304

14,4 17.5 301 $ 368.37

*INSTR. 2643 902 2863 104 S 5?9,27

TOTAL PROF 2643 142,4 18.6 66 $ 372,42

761 OWATONNA
4 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 2150
136,0 25,1

95 256.36

SECONDARY
2297 112,6 20,4

145 $ 295.40

emINSTR. 4811 ILO 3704 20 $ 408158

TOTAL PROF 4811 266,7 18.0
89 $ 282.75

65

46

137

52

21

57

204

55

3

5

10

3

11

19

16

9

62

74

244

72

9

a

6

17

22

11

11

JOS

138

151

219



DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT

FTE PUPIL, AVE. WEEKLY FTE

TEACHERS (TEACHER OR STAFF) (TEACHER OP STAFF1

ENROLLMENT OR sTAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

256 RED WING 4.33
ELEMENTARY 1404 60.5 23.2 1 s 260.60 281

SECONDARY 1999 85.3 23.4 28 S 280.28 214

ADMINSTR, 3675 13.4 274.3 1310 S 415.17 132

TOTAL PROF 3675 201.6 18.2 79 S 283.70 210

535 ROCHESTER 4 3 3 3

ELEMENTARY 6578 30940 21.3 259 S 370.29 39

SECONDARY 7553 361.3 20.9 119 S 372.91 20

40)05TR. 15372 54.8 280.5 115 $ 460.65 46

TOTAL PROF 15372 953.1 16.1 229 $ 395.08 26

281ST ANTH0NY VILLAGE 4 1 3 3

ELEMENTARY 832 30.5 27.3 32 S 340.83 19

SECONDARY 1144 53.6 21.2 99 $ 386.26 10

ADMIN5TR. 2086 6.3 329.5 35 S 518.85 19

TOTAL PROF 2086 113.7 18.4 76 S 382.67 11

197 WEST ST PAUL 4333
ELEMENTARY 2521 92.0 27,4 30 s 329.07 26

SECONDARY 3306 139.1 23.8 22 S 356.08 33

ADMINsTR. 6235 19.2 32407 41 S 552.85 3

TOTAL PROF 6235 314.3 19.8 17 $ 360,94 23

AVERAGE FOR 4 3 3 3 (12 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 2413 96.6 26.7 S 324,48

SECONDARY 2890 134.7 21,3 S 351.83

ADONSTR. 5726 19.0 311.4 S 472.42

u

TOTAL PROF 5726 314,0 18.5 S 349.82

593 CROOKSTON 4 3 4

ELEMENTARY 952 49.0 19.4 318 1 262,51 267

SECONDARY 1243 58.7 21.2 103 s 301.91 111

ADINSTR. 2371 8.8 268.5 147 S 443.73 61

ToTAL pRoF 2371 144.8 16.4 211 i 296.84 139

273 EDINA 4 3 3 4

ELEmENTARY 3970 139,5 28.5 25 S 3;7,98 9

SECONDARY 5744- 239.9 23.9 20 S 363.80 24

ADm1N5TR, 10250 42,2 243.1 198 s 574.82 2

TOTAL PROF 10250 497.6 20.6 8 s 389.94 7

454 FAIRMONT* 4 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 946 16,0 26.3 52 $ 301.91 72

SECONDARY 1320 76.8 17.2 311 S 293.91 145

ADMIN5TR, 2411 11,3 212.6 261 $ 384.65 232

*
413 MARSHALL 4334

TOTAL PROF 2411 148,5 16.2 220 S 306.52 96

ELEMENTARY 943 12,5 29.0 21 i 288.10 114

SECONDARY 1397 88.8 15,7 370 1 307.46 89

ADMIN5TR,
. 2530 9.0 281.1 113 $ 405.68 162

TOTAL PROF 2530 155.6 16.3 217 1 311,14 87

452



DISTRICT NAME
T PE OF DISTRICT

ENROLLMENT

FIE

TEACHERS

OR 5TAFF

PUPIL/

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

RATIO RANK

623 ROSEVILLE
4334

ELEMENTARY
4811 174.0

2270::

SECONDARY
6365 305.3

1193

*INSTR. 11948
45,3 263.6 151

TOTAL PROF 11948
671,2 17,8 108

AVERAGE FOR
4 1 5 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY
2324 A6,2 2612

SECONDARY 3213 153,9 19.8

ADMINSTR,
5902 23,3 2534

TOTAL PROF 5902 323,6 17#5

271 BLOOMINGTON
4 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY
8871 327,0 27.1 35

SECONOARY
11551

476,0 2443 10

AOM1N5TR0
21118 71,9 278.7 119

TOTAL PROF 2)718 1096,0 194 18

274 HOPKINS
4 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY
3762 143,0 26.3 50

SECONDARY
5018 263a 19.1 213

*INSTR. 9374 39,5 231.0 201

TOTAL PROF 9374 54704 1711 155

280 RICHFIELD
4 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY
3305 133.9 24.7 110

SECONDARY
4606 230,4 20,0 163

ADMINSTR.
8457 32.0 264.3 155

TOTAL PROF
8457 48303 1715 122

283 57 LOUIS PARK
4 3 3 5

ELEMENTARY
3418 166,0 21,0 273

SECONDARY
4253 200,0 214 96

ADM1NSTR.
8315 30.2 275.3 126

TOTAL PROF 0315 504,3 164 204

AvERAGE FOR 4 3 3 5 ( 4 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY
4854 19215 24.8

SECONDARY
6357 292.4 21.2

ADM1N5TR. 11966
44,9 263.8

TOTAL PRoF 11966 657.8 11.7

709 DULUTH
5 3 2 4

ELEMENTARY 8670 341.6' 25.4 71

SECONDARY
1o555 .462.4 22.8 44

ADMINSTR. 20598
79,4 259.4 163

TOTAL PROF 20598 1084.4
1940 47

AVERAGE FOR 5 3 2 4 ( 1 DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY
8670 341.6 25.4

SECONDARY
10555 462,4 22.8

ADMINSTR. 20598 79.4 259.4

TOTAL PRoF 20598 1084.4 19.0

AVE, WEEKLY FTE

(TEACHER OR STAFF)

SALARY RANK

: 3313N: 54

1 483,90
36

$ 318,42 41

$ 304,53

$ 320,98

1 458,56

S 32047

$ 327,88 28

1 390006 8

1 529.06 12

3 372486 16

i 39499 30

1 313443 48

i 526,71 14

S 360,02 24

S 368.63 4.

S 440,99 3

5 587.96

1 423,57

1 392.10 1

S 453,45 2

$ 551,31
4

1 430,9/ 1

$ 350,51

$ 41048

1 548,76

$ 396.85

1311,20 53

S 323.34 .66

S 437.59 68

$ 376438 60

$ 311,20

$ 323.34

i 417.59

S 326.33



0 STRICT NAME TYPE OF DiSTRICT

FIE PUPIL/ AVE. WEEKLY FTE

TEACHERS (TEACHER OR STAFF) ITEACHER OR STAFF)

6ROLLMENT OR STAFF RATIO RANK SALARY RANK

MINNEapoLle 5 3 3 4

ELEMENTARY 22467 904.1 24.0 104 S 346.49

SECONDARY 26775 1205.4 22.2 60 3110,20

*INSTR. 53434 341.3 156.6 356 $ 490.11

TOTAL PROF 53434 3343.1 16.0 245 $ 3A1.62

AVERAGE FOR 5 3 3 4 I DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 22467 904.1 24.8 $ 346,49

SECONDARY 26775 1205.4 22.2 S 340420

AOMINSTR, 53434 3443 156.6 $ 490.11

TOTAL pROF 53434 3343,1 16.0 1 381062

625 ST PAUL
ELEMENTARY 16620 725.0 22.9 185 $ 333.35

SECoNDARY 20549 846,5 24.3 9 S 376.39

ADmINSTR, 40358 215.4 187.4 299 S 516055

TOTAL PROF 40358 2405.7 16.8 177 $ 373.93

AVERAGE FOR 5 3 3 5 I DISTRICTS)

ELEMENTARY 16620 725,0 22.9 S 313,35

SECoNDARY 20549 846,5 24,3 1 376.39

AONINSTR. 40358 215.4 187.4 516055

ToTAL pRoF 40358 2405.7 16.8 1 313.93

4 5,i

16

IS

30

12

24

18

20

IS



1974-1975 TOTAL FULL-TIME EQUIVALENCY (FTE)
PROFESSIONAL STAFF PER 1000 STUDENTS BY
REGION, STATE AND SCHOOL DISTRICT

INTRODUCTION

The 1974-1975 numerical staffing adequacy (NSA) for the
total full time equivalency (FTE) professional staff per 1000
students in each Minnesota public school district is presented
by type of district (see definitions), by region.and for the
state in the following tables. Table 1 presents the numerical
staffing adequacy ratio for each region and for the state. Table

2 depicts the numerical staffing adequacy ratio by school district.
The following defiaitions are provided for interpretation of the
terms, parameters and data in the tables.

DATA SOURCES AND DEFINITIONS

Data Sources

1974-75 Fall Enrollment: Minnesota State Department of EducatIon
School District Fall Reports (F23-5)

1974-75 Adjusted Maintenance Cost per pupil unit: Minnesota State

Department of Education

1974-75 EARC (Equalization Aid Review Committee) valuation per
pupil unit: Minnesota Department of Education

1974-75 Personnel Data: Minnesota State Department of Education

Enrollment Trends (1970-71 to 1974-75): This is the percentage
change:in enrollments from the October 1, 1970 to October 1,
1974 data taken from the State Department of Education
School District Fall Reports (F23-5).

5
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Definitio_

Type of District: Each school district has been classified by
a four-digit number (e.g. 1 3 1 3). Each digit represents

- the following:

a. First digit = District size:

1 = 0-299 students enrolled
2 = 300-799 students enrolled
3 = 800-1799 students enrolled
4 = 1800 plus students enrolled -

5 = enrollment in the Cities of the .

first class school districts

b. Second digit = Adjusted Maintenance Cost per pupil unit:

1 = $0-749
2 = $750-949
= $950 plus

c. Third digit = 1974-75 EARC valuation per pupil unit:

1 = $0-7999
2 = $8000-15999
3 = $16000 plus

d. Fourth digit = 1970-71 to 1974-75 enrollment trend:

1 = 10% or more growth
2 = 6% to 9% growth
3 = 5% growth to 5% decline
4 = 6% to 9% decline
5 = 10% or more decline

NSA Rank: This is the numerical staffing adequacy (NSA) tanking
of total full time professional staff per 1000 students.

Table 1: This is the order of the numerical staffing adequacy
ratio in the regions and the state. A ranking
of 1 indicates the greatest number of total full
time equivalency staff per 1000 studdnts, whereas
12 indicates the fewest number of votal full time
equivalency staff per 1000 students.

Table 2: This is the order of the school districts numerical
staffing adequacy ratios. The ranking is from
1 to 436; 436 being the school district with the
fewest total full time equivalency (FTE) professional
staff imr 1000 students and 1 being the'sehool
district with the most full time equivalency (FTE)
professional staff pet 1000 students.

6
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Average weekly salary: These'salaries are the sveragesalaries
for the total full time equivPlency (FTE) professional
staff in the school district, region or state.

Salary Rank: This is the ranking of average weekly salaries.

Table 1: This is the order of the salaries by region
and state ranging form 1 being the highest
weekly salaruto 12, the lowest weekly salary.

Table 2: This is the order of the average salaries by
school district. The ranking is.from 1-to 436;
1 is the highest average weekly salary and
436, the lowest average weekly salary.

Insert Table 1 Here

Insert Table 2 Here

SCHOOL DISTRICTS WITH FEWER TOTAL FULL TIME
EQUIVALENCY (FTE) PROFESSIONAL STAFF PER 1000 STUDENTS

THAN THE STATE AVERAGE (57/1000)

The followilg information was gleaned fromTable 2. This in-
formation concerns those school districts with fewer total full time
equivalency professional staff per 1000 students than the state
average which is 57/1000. These school districts have an asterisk
by the district name in Table 1.

School District Size. The percentage of these school districts
each si-ze category is as follows:

SIZE NUMBER

0-299 0

300-799 13

800-1799 36

1800 plus 68

Cities of the
First Class

459

383

% OF TOTAL IN
SIZE CATEGORY

8%
29%
72%

33%



Enrollment _Trend. The percentage of these school districts in
each enrollment trend category is as follows:

ENROLLMENT
TREND NUMBER

% OF TOTAL IN ENROLLMENT
TREND CATEGORY

10% or more growth 34 58%

6% to 9% growth 16 48%

5% growth to 5% (Lcline 50 30%

6% to 9% decline 10 13%

10% or more decline .8 8%

Summar/. The following statemen s can be made about the above

information:

55% of the growth district have fewer total full time
equivalency (FTE) professional staff per 1000 students

than the state average (57/1000).

10% of the declining districts have fewer total full
time equivalency (FTE) professional staff per 1000 students

than the stite aVeLage (57/1000).

70% of the districts with 1800 or more students have
fewer total full time equivalency (FTE) professional
staff per 1000 students than the state average (57/1000)
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TABLE 1

DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT NSA

NSA

RANK

AVERAGE WtEKLY SALARY

SALARY RANK

REGION 01 64.49 2 i 284,27 12

REGION 02 59482 5 i 288,26 9

REGION 03 56026 10 i 333,05 2

REGION 04 59.44 6 i 295.26 6

w
co

REGION 05

REGION 06

58.81

63.68

8

3

S 295.38

S 287.26

5

10

REGION 07 54.98 11 i 294,91 7

REGION 08 64.86 1 i 286.08 11

REGION'09 61.32 4 $ 292,41 8

REGION 10 59.34 7 i 301.26 4

REGION 11 54,34 12 i 354,56 1

STATE 56,99 9 $ 324,49 3

4



TABLE2

DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT NSA

NSA

RANK

AVERAGE WEEKLY SALARY

SALARY RANK

543 DEER CREEK 1 3 1 3 71,55 70 S 283.41 213
440 MIDDLE RIVER I 3 1 5 86.14 11 $ 283.81 209
597 ERSKINE I 3 2 2 62.63 189 i 293,81 155
306 LAPORTE 1 3 2 2 66.78 125 5 265.36 331
301 AKELEY 1 3 2 3 75.92 41 5 280,93 231
616 BADGER

1 3 2 3 59.66 259 % 259,49 356
262 BARRETT

1 3 2 3 91.11 6 $ 271,59 289
570 FINLAYSON 1 3 2 3 66,88 123 S 259.65 355
523 GARY

I 3 2 3 11,45 72 $ 284,24 206
232 PETOSON 1 3 2 3 66.37 131 S 272,10 285
209 KENSINGTON

1 3 2 4 81.53 18 S 260.96 348
261 ASHBy

1 3 2 5 67,32 118 $ 249,55 399
561 GOODRIDGE

1 3 2 5 92172 5 $ 235,33 418
416 RUSSELL

1 3 2 5 66,90 122 I 265,40 330
444 STRANDOU1ST 1 3 2 S 87,92 8 S 220,22 433
615 VILLARD 1 3 2 5 63,64 169 S 270.39 297
1 1 4 BACKuS

1 3 3 I 70.24 86 $ 237188 417
158 GONVICK 1 3 3 1 65,19 140 S 274.59 211
3 1 NEVIS 1 3 3 2 74.50 49 S 286,07 197
416 ALVARADO 1 3 3 3 67.62 111 s 269,85 301
051 BEARDSLEY 1 3 3 3 74.75 46 S 24279 4I1
453 EAST CHAIN I 3 3 3 75.42 43 A 245.94 408
524 HALSTAD 1 3 3 3 67,87 105 S 257,08 373
415 LYND

1 3 3 3 75.41 44 S 233.35 424
604 MENTOR

I 3 3 3 82.70 15 i 240,60 414
635 MILROY

1 3 3 3 79.23 23 S 257,01 374
328 SIOUK VALLEY 1 3 3 3 79.96 21 S 289,09 184
631 OELvIEW 1 3 3 4 67,50 113 S 240,49 415
522 BOR0 1 3 3 4 90,27 7 S 254,56 382
592 CLIMAX - SHELLY 1 3 3 4 74,73 47 S 278,91 248
6 1 1 CYRUS

1 3 3 4 81.23 19 1 268,00 308
896 WOOD LAKE

I 3 3 4 77.05 33 1 261,66 345
371 BELLINGHAM 1 3 3 5 83.47 13 $ 263,73 338
451 CEYLON

1 3 3 5 83.83 12 S 254.22 384
2I8 DELAvAN

I 3 3 5 77.02 34 S 253,25 388
893 ECHO 1 3 3 5 77.44 32 S 230,25 428
243 EMMONS

1 3 3 5 77.59 29 S 219,48 434
208 EVANSVILLE I 3 3 5 69.39 92 S 283,58 211
650 FRANKLIN 1 3 3 5 16,17 36 S 264,81 332
220 FROST I 3 3 5 101.09 4 i 298,91 127
525 HENDRUM - PERLEY 1 3 3 5 14,27 SO S 281.25 230
352 HuMBOLOT 1 3 3 5 118.42 1 $ 268.95 304
354 KENNEDY 1 3 3 5 60,63 235 i 349,55 2d

356 LANCASTER 1 3 3 5 70.22 87 S 259.77 353
669 MAGNOLIA I 3 3 5 83,25 14 s 221,39 430
376 MARIETTA

I 3 3 5 108.35 2 1 210,81 436
326 OKABENA I 3 3 5 86.90 10 S 279.11 247
516 ROUND LAKE 1 3 3 5 68.36 101 S 261,60 346
408 VERO! 1 3 3 5 108.30 3 1 222.54

,
432

821 MENAMGA ' 2 2 I 1 53.33 _379

333 OGILVIE
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DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT NSA

NSA

RANK

AVERAGE OEEKLY SALARY

SALARY RANK

786 BERTHA - HEWITT 2 2 1 3 57,37 307 S 268,65 306

801 BROWNS VALLEY 2 2 1 4 57.94 294 $ 230,42 427

021 AUDUBON *
2 2 2 1 53,05 385 $ 244,74 410

402 HENDRICKS
2 2 2 I 62430 200 $ 282.64 220

424 LZSTER 2 2 2 1
66,42 129 S 272,99 277

550 UNDERWOOD' 2 2 2 1 54,86 357 $ 267,35 314

207 BRAUN 2 2 3 58,33 283
5 263,48 341

678 REENBUSH
2 2 2 3 57,67 300 s 28901 183

791 GPEY EAGLE 2 2 2 3 64,61 148 $ 262,97 344

545 HENNING , 2 2 2 3 57,46 306
S 290,74 173

783 KERKHOVENn
2 2 2 3 52,97 366 I 256,45

376

628 PLUMNER
2 2 2 3 64.02 160 $ 259,12 361

409 TYLER
2 2 2 3 63.20 178 S 271,32 292

768 HANCOCK 2224 60,00 250 S 258,32 365

404 LAKE BENTON 2 2 2 4 66,33 133 s 232,78 425

603 MC INTOSH 2 2 2 4 70,69 82 $ 286,50 196

763 MEDFORD
2 2 2 4 54,98 354 S 280,73 233

238 MABEL CANTON 2 2 2 6 59.67 258 $ 284,71 205

638 SANBORN
2 2 3 1 62.14 204 $ 234,95 419

542 BATTLE LAKE 2 2 3 2 57,85 297 $ 285.05 201

245 GLENvILLE 2 2 3 3 58.24 28? s 279,66 240

830 jANE5VILLE' 2 2 3 3 56,35 324 $ 303.07 110

175 WEsTEIRoc
2 2 3 3 60.25 242 S 280,38 235

297 SPPING GROvr 2 2 3 4 48,20 433 $ 371131 18

060 GRACEV1LLE
2 2 3 5 63.34 174 $ 265,77 326

447 OPYOLA-GATZKE 2 3 1 1
70.98 77 $ 277.63 .255

362 LITILEFORK 2 3 1 2 63.75 167 $ 262,61 343

690 wARROD
2 3 1 2 57.24 314 S 255,97 379

566 A5KOV
2 3 1 3 59416 268 $ 312,52 86

694 Bum. 2 3 1 3 58.52 279 $ 313.04 85

78 r, CLARISSA
2 3 i 3 72,89 61 $ 267.15 3)3

002 HILL CITY
2313 73,31 57 $ 245,51 409

036 KELLIHER 2 3 1 3 72.09 63 S 246,79 407

467 UPSALA 2 3 1 3 71.95 65 S 288,74 187

818 VERNDALE 2 3 1 3 61,94
209 $ 257,23 370

790 EAGLE REND 2 3 1 4 70,79 79 s 276,50 250

486 $wANvILLE 2 3 1 4 64.36 154
$ 303,18 108

095 CRNELL 2315 73,51 52 S 283,32 214

147 DILWORTH 2 3 1 5 64.54 149 $ 303,77 104

363 SOUTH KODCHICH1NG-R R 2 3 1 5 82,41 16 $ 251,92 393

787 9R00ERVILLE
2 3 2 1 56,91 271

$ 273,73 273

734 HENDEd5Of
2 3 2 1 63,48 171

$ 269.92 299

806 ELGIN - vILLE 2 3 2 2 63,05 181
S 231.24 426

140 TAYLOP5 ,flLS
2 3 2 2 61.86 211

$ 29,97 387

736 BELGRADE 2 3 2 3 62416 201 $ ?88,90
186

737 8ROOTEN
2 3 2 3 63.98 161 S 292,94 160

202 DODGE CENTER
2 3 2 3 57.01 317 $ 304,02 102

599 FERTILE,- BELTRAMI
2 3 2 3 60.58 237 $ 288,44 191

150 HAWLEY
? 3 2 3 55,55 343

5 313.66 82

265 HOFFMAN
2 3 2 3 79,78 2e

S 259,21 360

214 HouSTON*
2 3 2 3 54,44 362

S 290.46 175

4 66



DISTRICT NAME

473 I5LE

353 KARLS7AD

024 LAKE PARK

809 HALEPPA

657 MORRISTOWN

483 MOTLEY

TYPE OF DISTRICT

2 3 2 3

2 3 2 3

2 3 2 3

2 3 2 3

2323
2 3 2 3

NSA

64,94

63118

65,04

72,08

57.91

6203?

NSA

RANK

145

179

143

64

295

198

AVFRAGE WEEKLY SALARY

SALARY RANK

$ 295.34 146

$ 257,12 372

5 270.45 296

$ 273.14 276

$ 264.28 336

$ 251.95 392

627 OKLEE 2 3 2 3 61,28 223 S 299,90 1?6

2 1 3 05AKIS 2 3 2 3, 55.60 341 $ 309.97 90

442 OSLO 2 3 2 3 64,44 152 $ 279,60 242

630 RED LAKE FALLS 2 3 2 3 59,73 256 $ 252,87 390

485 ROYALTON '' 2 3 2 3 53,08 384 $ 234.40 421

234 RoSMFORD 2 3 2 3 59,43 264 $ 241.19 413

576 SANDSTONE 2 3 2 3 64,32 156 $ 297,37 135

425 SILVER LAKE 2 3 2 3 68,12 193 $ 264.05 208

577 WILLOW RIVER 2 3 2 3 58.25 266 $ 267.31 315

100 wi,ENSHALL 2 3 2 3 66.67 127 $ 298,37 129

236 WYKOFF 2 3 2 3 67035 117 $ 283,43 212

464 GROVE CITY 2 3 2 4 62.45 195 $ 256,53 375

403 IVANHOE

097 MOOSE LAKE

2 3 2 4

2 3 2 4

82.34

60,76

17

230

$ 251,19

$ 280.16

394

236

233 PRESTON . FOUNTAIN 2 3 2 4 59,47 261 $ 313,90 81

229 LANESUORD 2 3 2 5 78.8E1 24 $ 285.66 198

6 1 4 STAROCK 2 3 2 5 63.06 180 $ 302.98 111

526 TWIN VALLEY 2 3 2 5 71.63 69 $ 281.26 229

726 BECKER 2 3 3 1 63.54 170 $ 277,77 254

646 BIRD ISLAND 2 3 3 2 73,33 55 $ 289,53 234

341 ATWATER 2 3 3 3 60.40 241 5 280,60 168

5 1 3 BREWSTER 2 3 3 3 69,57 91 : 286,57 195

217 BRICELYN 2 3 3 3 63,80 165 $ 249,05 398

421 EIROWNTON

126 CLARA CITY

2 3 3 3

2 3 3 3

68.72

64.78

98

146 ; T9:9 376 9441

201 CLAREMONT 2 3 3 3 71,08 75 $ 249,46 400

892 CLARKF1EL0 2 3 3 3 57,34 309 $ 290,44 176

1 6 1 CLEARBPOOK 2 3 3 3 71,92 66 $ 302,76 112

391 CLEVELAND 2 3 3 3 66,41 130 $ 259,69 354

648 DANDHE 2 3 3 3 77,67 26 S 287,13 194

244 FREOORN 2 3 3 3 65,05 142 $ 260,05 352

078 GARDEN C I T Y 2 3 3 3 67.44 116 $ 227.99 431

253 GOODHUE 2 3 3 3 62.60 190 $ 279,05 237

323 HERON LAKE 2 3 3 3 58.12 290 $ 260,44 351

499 LE ROY - OSTRANDER 2333 63,78 166 $ 263,65 340

497 LYLE 2 3 3 3 70,75 80 S 249.35 402

636 MORGAN 2 3 3 3 66,30 134 $ 249,98 397

441 NEWFOLDEN 2 3 3 3 80,66 , 20 S 277.04 260

1 1 6 PILLAGER 2 3 3 3 64.20 158 $ 250.61 396

195 RANDOLPH 2 3 3 3 60,54 239 $ 263.70 339

1 1 8 REMER 2 3 3 3 60.48 249 $ 254,35 383

708 TOWER SOUDAN 2 3 3 3 56091 274 S 331.72 53

9 1 3 wALOORF - PEMBERTON 2 3 3 3 61.92 219 $ 269,93 165

079 AMBOY - 0000 THUNDER 2 3 3 4 71,24 74 $ 234,90 420

652 CAMP8ELL - TINIAN 2 3 3 4 73,43 53 S 303,10 109



46?

DISTRICT NAME
TYPE OF DISTRICT NSA

NSA

RANK

AVERAGE WEEKLY SALARY

SALARY RANK

058 CLINTON
2 3 3 4 67.81 107 $ 281,74 226

412 COTTONWOOD
2 3 3 4 60.57 238 $ 275,24 245

762 ELLENDALE - GENEVA
62.21 203 5 275,17 269

649 FAIRFAX
3: 73.42 54 S 241,22 412

600 FISHER
2 3 3 4 60.11 244 $ 285,41 199

698 FL000wOOD * 2 3 3 4 50.02 425 ; 268,73 305

228 HARMONY
2 3 3 4 62,23 202

$ 250.17 395

651 HECTOR

264 H ERMAN

2 3 3 4

2 3 3 4

62.75

72.77

186

62

$ 287.57

S 295.54

193

145

671 HILLS - BEAVER CREEK
2 3 3 4 61.46 221

$ 253.03 389

633 LAMBERTON
2 3 3 4 68.89 97 S 276,62 264

652 RopTON 2 3 3 4 66.10 ' 137
$ 255,70 380

173 MOUNTAIN LAKE
2 3 3 4 71084 68 S 292,32 164

654 RENVILLE
2 3 3 4 68.52 99

$ 294,21 151

655 SACRED HEART
2 3 3 4 76.35 35 $ 294,45 150

443 STEPHEN
2 3 3 4 77,53 31

$ 261.30 341

178 STORIAN JEFFERS 2 3 4 76,07 39 5 258,45 363

075 ST CLAIR
2334 67,01 121

$ 287,62 19E

258 wANAHINO0

459 wELCOmE

521 ADA

2 3 3 4

2 43 3

2 3 3 5

70,51

67.69

6913

83

00

94

$ 267,15

$ 284,17

$ 303,19

316

207

107

242 ALDEN
2 3 3 5 63,41 ID 3 252,44 391

437 APGYLE
2 3 3 5 74.60 48 $ 266,09 325

4 1 1 BALATON
2 3 3 5 73,33 56 $ 260,77 350

647 8ufF4LO LAKE 2 3 3 5 76.03 40 S 267,53 312

83t1 MTEPF1ELD 2 3 3 5 77.98 26
$ 241.72 404

918 HANDLER - LAKE WILSON 2 3 3 5 70.18 88
$ 256,00 378

771 CHOKIO ALBERTA 2 3 3 5 74193 45 S 275,46 267

0 8 1 LumFREy
2 3 3 5 73.02 60 S 277.39 257

461 COSMOS
2 3 3 5 68,03 104 Sfl2.9@ 278

551 EDGERTON
2 3 3 5 86,93 9 S 260,82 349

263 ELBOW LAKE 2 3 3 5 62.12 207 $ 307,20 94

5 1 4 ELLSwORTH
2 3 3 5 63,05 182

S 274,28 272

219 ELMORE
2 3 3 S 76,10 38 S 273,16 275

733 GTHON
2 3 3 5 70,74 81 S 276,71 263

460 GRANADA - HUNTLEY 2 3 3 5 67,73 109
S 276,28 265

495 GRANO MEADOW
2 3 3 5 68,97 96 S 279.57 243

351 HALLOCK_ ,
2 3 3 5 66,18 135 $ 285,06 200

$82 JASPER 4
2 3 3 55.59 342 $ 309.18 91

222 KIESTER WALTERS 2 3 3 5 66.10 116
$ 257,12 371

325 LAKENELD 2 3 3 5 73,25 58 5304,25 101

070 LAKE CRYSTAL 2 3 3 5 69082 89 $ 276,95 261

072 MAPLETON
2 3 3 5 64.34 155 i 298,73 128

127 MAINAPO 2 3 3 5 15.83 42 S 265171 328

128 MAN 2 3 3 5 11,46 71 S 272,80 280

414 141NNEOTA
2 3 3 5 68.52 100

S 282,85 217

223 MINNESOTA LAKE
2 3 3 5 77,74 27 S 247,46 405

782 HURDoCK
2 3 -! 5 70,48 .85 S 265.74 327

827 Nfo RICHLAD-HARTLAND
2 3 3 5 57,61 303 i 301,72 116

507 NICULLET
2 3 3 5 77.56 30 i 265,69 329

346 RAY40ND
2335 70,50 84 S 271,79 280

470



DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT NSA

NSA

RANK

AVFNAGE WEEKLY

SALARY

*LARY

RANK

850 RoTm5AY 2 3 3 5 61.83 164 i 270.83 293

584 RUIHTON 2 3 3 5 78,05 25 S 259,27 358
456 SHERBURN 2 3 3 5 66,79 124 278.40
426 STEORT 2 3 3 5 70,96 78 s 266,55 319
457 TRImONT 2 3 3 5 16,11 37 S 297.81 131

458 TRUMAN 2 3 3 5 62.46 193 s 257.16 367

914 ULEN mITTERDAL 2335 74.14 51 S 266,10 324
641 WALNuT GROVE 2 3 3 5 61.83 212 $ 233,93 423
205 wEST CONCORD 2 3 3 5 61,50 114 $ 264.56 335
225'wINNEBAGO 2 3 3 5 62.15 187 i 254.05 386

735 WINTHRoR 2 3 3 5 71.85 67 $ 277,34 258
032 bLACKDUCK 3 2 1 2 61.40 222 $ 234.25 422

038 RED LAKE 3 1 2 66.76 126 S 212.59 282
553 f,& YORK mILLS 3 2 1 3 58,61 278 S 291.95 165
820 KA* 3 2 1 3 51.88 i;7 s 278,25 252
727 bi LAKE * 3 2 2 1 55,54 344 $ 279.79

466 DA6EL - COKATO * 3 2 2 1 55.34 351 s 293,99 153

879 DELANO*, 3 2 2 I 56.06 330 $ 257.75 368
717 JoRDAN 3 2 2 1 54.98 356 s 259.25 359
883 ROCKFORD 3 2 2 1 53.28 380 $ 256,60 302
716 dELLE,PLAINE 3 2 2 2 58.07 292 i 255.69 381
531 BYRON" 3 2 2 2 52.50 394 $ 272.43 283
573 HINCKLEY 3 2 2 2 55.98 331 S 281.66 227
in LONG PRAIRIE 3 2 2 2 58.7.3 288 $ 318.48 71

484 piElq* 3 2 2 2 53.76 373 S 282.86 216
534 STEWARTVILLE 3 2 2 2 59,35 266 $ 271.91 287
162 816LEY', 3 2 2 3 55.94 334 S 303.98 103
252 CANNON FALLS 4 3 2 2 3 54.07 368 i 338.69 40

227 CHATFIELD 3 2 2 3 60.15 243 S 299.21 125
533 DOvER EYOTA .3 2 2 3 59.82 254 S 289,25 182
099 ESC)* 3 2 2 3 50,74 416 S 302.46 113
023 FRALEE VERGAS 3 2 2 3 57.94 293 s 275.37 268
739 KIMBALL 3 2 2 3 58,46 281 S 238,97 416
300 LA CRESCENT', 3 2 2 3 53.91 370 i 258,36 364
004 mC GREGOR 3 2 2 3 58,48 200 S 256,28 37/
578 PINE CITY 3 2 2 3 53,86 172 S 282,41 223
117 PINE kIVER 4 3 ? 2 3 57.49 305 S 272,76 281

435 WAUBUN 3 2 2 3 69,04 95 $ 296,01 142

001 AITKIN 3 2 2 4 57,28 312 S 291.45 167

062 ORTONVILLE 3 2 2 4 58199 272 S 295.03 148
076 ANNANDALE 3 2 3 1 49,13 427 s 257.40 369
394 mON780mERY LOWALE 3 2 3 1 57.27 313 S 248,94 403
186 HOW LAKEV 3 2 3 1 50,85 414 S 295,09 147
119 WALKER* 3 2 3 2 56.32 12$ $ 293,63 156
203 HAYFIELD 3 2 3 3 54,0 359 S 3I7.3i 74

548 PEL1cAN RAPIDS* 3 2 3 4 5271 309 $ 266.38 307
055 SPRINGFIELD 3 2 3 4 59.06 270 S 291.44 168
784 ARPLITON 3 2 3 5 67,81 106 $ 218.94 435

885 ST mIcmg,-ALEIERTVILLE 3 3 1 1 57.73 298 258.10 366

738 HOLDINGFORD 3 3 1 3 61,87 120 S 6

793 STAPLES



473

DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT

NSA

N5A RANK

AVERAGE wEEKLY SALARY

SALARY RANK

091 BARNUM
3 3 1 4 57,13 316 S 254.11

385

696 ELY
3 3 1 4 59,15 269 $ 33706 48

692 BABBITT 3315 57.36 308 S 345.15 35

699 GILBERT 3315 61.27 224 322.14 65

319 NA5HwAUK - KEEwATIN 3 3 1 5 6322 175
s 316,97 76

463 EDEN VALLEY - WATKINS 3 3 2 1
63,98 162

s 276.17 262

392 LE CENTER
3 3 2 1

60.07 247
s 306,17 97

881 MAPLE LIKE
3 3 2 1 65.02 144 $ 284,91 203

480 ONAMIA 3 3 2 1
52,47 395 S 264,79 334

255 PINE ISLAND
3 3 2 1 61,03 227

S 302.09 114

748 SARTELL
3 3 2 1

60:02 249
s 313,17 $3

III wATERTOwN,- mAyER
3 3 2 1 63.71 160

S 307.01 95

813 LAKE CITYr'
3 3 2 2 56.31 326 S 271.49 291

393 LE SoEUR *
3 3 2 2 53.13 383 S 291.56 166

345 NEw LODoN
3 3 2 2 60.11 245

s 284.81 204

547 PARKER5,PRAIRIE
$ 3 2 2 60,96 229 S 267,05 317

745
3 3 2 3 55,79 338 S 278.13 253

693 8IwAHIK*
3 3 2 3 56.75 321 $ 325.32 62

314 eRAHAP, 3 3 2 3 57.33 310
s 271,58 290

"3 CARLTON
3 3 2 3 59.82 255

S 303.42 106

182 cRosBY . IRONTON 3 3 2 3 55,74 339 s 282.41 222

317 OEER RIVER*
3 3 2 3 55.82 337 S 339,02 39

880 HOwARD LAKE
3 3 2 3 67:57 112 263,73 337

204 KA550N mANTORVILLE * 3 3 2 3 56,77 320 266,90 318

741 PAYNESVUE " 3 3 2 3 51.84 408 i 275.50 266

549 PEopi
3 3 2 3 57:50 304 308.96 92

elo PLAINviEw
3 3 2 3 62.36 196 S 281.81 225

637 REDOOD FALLS
3 3 2 3 58,09 291 S 497,57 134

139 RuSH CITY* 3 3 2 3 56.21 328 $ 303:68 105

743 SAuK CENTRE 3 3 2 3 63.04 183 289.64 180

237 SPRING VALLEH
3 3 2 3 56,89 319 i 259,36 357

811 wAsAsHA
3 3 2 3 65.45 )39 $ 267.95 ,309

819 wADENA
3 3 2 3 61:58 218

S 266.22 323

17 wINDOm 3 3 2 3 58,80 ?16
s 308.56 93

) CALE0ONIA
3 3 2 4 63.20 17; i 304.42 100

61 FORSTON
3 3 2 4 64,51 150

$ 290.66 174

612 GLEN0000
3 3 2 4 58.3) 23:'

s 338,36 44

390 LAKE OF THE Wo0D5 3 3 2 4 60.09 24t,
$ 295.58 144

432 mANNOMEN
3 3 2 4 64,76 147 $ 301.17 115

769 moRRIS
3 3 2 4 58.14 289

S 297.67 132

682 ROSEAU
3324 66.5) '20 $ 274.77 270

858 ST cHARLES 3 3 2 4 ,62,64 108 S 304.70 90

777 BENSON 3 3 2 5 61,0) 213 S 317,07 75

tv5 CHISHOLM,
3325 68.15 102

352,03 27

697 EvELETH
3 3 2 5 50,14 422

s 317,65 73

703 MOUNTAIN IRON
3 3 2 5 71,37 73 $ 376.31 13

583 PfPESTONE
3 2 5 63,21 176

$ 313090 80

504 SLAYTON
33325 59,45 262

S 217,27 259

505 FULDA
3 3 3 1 62,34 197 3)4.16 78

640 WAN650
3 3 3 1

69,36 9)
$ 270.67 249

110 wAc0N1A
3 3 3 1

52,46 396 S 338.37 43

474



oisTRicT NAME TYRE OF DISTRICT

145 GLYNDON FELTON 3 3 3 2

511 ADRIAN

.

3 3 3 3

146 BARNESVILLE* 3 3 3 3

216 BLUE EARTH

846 BRECKENRIDGE

3 3 3 3

3333
1 1 5 CASS LAKE 3 3 3 3

732 GAYLORD" 3 3 3 3

422 GLENCOE 3 3 3 3

254 KENYON , 3 3 3 3

857 LEWISTON" 3 3 3 3

653 OLIVIA 3333
108 NORWOOD, - YOUNG AMERICA 3 3 3 3

04 SLEEPY EyE 3 3 3 3
417 TRACY 3 3 3 3

395 WATERVILLE 3 3 3 3

731 ARLINGTON 3 3 3 4

756 8LOOHING PRAIRIE 3 1 3 4

166 LOOK COUNTY 3 3 3 4
324 JACKSON 3 3 3 4

670 LuvEfimE- 3 3 3 4

377 MADISON 3 3 3 4

500 SOUTHLAND 1 3 3 4
840 ST JAMES 3 3 3 4

446 WARREN 3 3 3 4

260 ZUMBROTA 3 3 3 4

1...) 891 CANy 3 3 3 5b

o
378 DAwSON 3 3 3 5P ,

275 GOLDEN VALLEY" 3 3 3 5

894 GOAN1TE FALLS 3 3 3 5

837 MADELIA 3 3 3 5

224 WELLS 3 3 3 5

803 wHEATON 3 3 3 5

912 MILACA 4 2 I 3

0 1 1 ANOKA* 4 2 2 1

141 CHISAGO LA 4 2 2 1
KES*

750 CoLD 5PRINp - RICHMOND 4 2 2 I

P3I FOREST LAKE 4

*

; 1

192 FARHINOTON

728 ELK kIVEP '' 4221

194 LAKEvw * 4 ? 2 1

4 2 2 1

740 HELROSE

721 NEW PRAGUE * 4 2 2 1

138 NOCH BRANCH * 4 2 2 1
196 ROSEMOUNT* 4 2 2 1
015 ST FRANCIS* 2 2 1

199 INVER. GROVE - PINE BEND* 4 2 2 2

4

332 MOW; 4 2 2 2
309 PARK RAPIDS ' 4 2 2 2

047 SAUK RAPIDS* , 4 2 2 2

4 2 2 3022 DETR011, LAKES '

051 FOLEY 4 2 2 3

58.71 277 S 270,03

64,34 153 S 283,31

S 296.43

:3:63 3::

61.78 214

L ,57 219 S 327,26

$ 313,17

S 297,30

55.49 346 $ 290,01

59,93 252 $ 301.00

59,86 253 i 277,61

55,98 332 S 290,78

8

60.60 .236 $ 297,58

57.8 296 S 295,99

59,29 267 S 266,28

64.29 157 S 272406

62.45 19 $ 293,51

59.06 27: $ 265,46

62,59 191 S 297.36

61,25 225 I 318487
65408 141 $ 282,77

56052 322 $ 292,71

64.16 159 $ 290491

71.04 75 $ 281494
61.03 228 S 288452

63.85 163 $ 293.33

57.78 108 $ 299,95

60,65 234 S 270.78

64448 151 S 311.01

56,97 318 $ 384,77

62.13 206 S 314.12

67448 115 1 293,09

67.17 119 $ 267,67

65,97 138 s 269,90

,5228 398 S 300,83

48,39 430 S 293499

55473 340 $ 267,54

51.22 411 s 281,54

52.4 0B 400

51.1 412

$ 323.19

$ 264.79

51,24 410

S 273,45

$ 272,8454.10 367

s 289.3156.27 327

50405 424 i 279,49

46,63 436 $ 269,34

0.22 432 S 262,28

53.14 32 S 290,048

48,59 428 $ 297.45

49,18 426 S 288,54

55484 336 $ 299,99

55,44 349

: l'69:;32
52,01 402

NSA AvERAGE WEEKLY

NSA RANK SALARY

sALARy

RANK

298

215

141

59

84

138

179

119

256

172

133

143

321

286

157

320

137

70

218

161

171

224

190

158

124

294

88

8

79

159

310

300

120

154

311

228

64

333

274

279

181

244

302

344

178

130

189

123

3T3



DISTRICT NAME TYPE OF DISTRICT NSA

NSA

RANK

AVERAGE WEEKLY SALARY

SALARY RANK

012 CENTENNIAL * 4 3 1 3 53,34 378 S 301,20 110

700 NERMANTOWN*
4 3 1 3 52,88 388 i 346,87 31

81 LAKE SUURIOR
4 3 1 3 52,55 391 i 368.46 20

704 PROCTOR' 4 3 1 3 47460 434 i 321.85 66

677 BUFFALO*
4 3 1 47,51 435 i 315,56 77

911 CAMBRIDGE
4 3 2 1 59,70 257 S 301.57 117

656 FARIBAULT
4 3 2 I 60,07 240 S 279.62 241

200 HASTINGS* 4 3 2 1 52016 399 $ 260,74 232

477 PRINCETOO 4 3 2 1 56045 3?3 S 338,37 42

7)9 mow LAxe 4 3 2 1 51,92 405 $ 270,61 295

833 SOUT A5IG1ON C UNW 4 3 2 I
52.51 392 $ 293.99 152

206 ALEKANDRIA
4 3 2 2 50.58 417 S 291.04 170

031 BEMIDJI *
4 3 2 2 53055 374 $ 291,37 169

621 MOUND5 VIEW
4 3 2 2 54.18 36$ S 365.92 22

279 OSSEO*
4 3 2 46.36 431 337,3/ 46

742 ST CLOUD*
4 3 2 ? 52.85 387 $ 336,79 49

691 AURORA . HOYT LAKES 4 3 2 3 62.31 199
S 343,26 37

1 8 1 BRAINERD
4 3 2 3 59.44 263 S 331,04 56

595 EAST GRANO FORKS 4 3 2 3 59099 251 S 310.68 89

0 1 4 FRIDLEY* 4 3 2 3 51088 406 S 340.15 30

361 INTERNATIONAL FALLS* 4 3 2 3 53,53 376 $ 347.10 30

48? LITTLE FALLS *
4 3 2 3 50.98 413 $ 300,211 122

832 MAHTOMEDI* 4 3 2 3 53053 375 S 328.47 Se

129 NONTEVIDED
4 3 2 3 69.75 90

S 290,22 177

:5? mOORNEAD
4 3 2 3 62,90 105 $ 345,59 34

659 NORTHFIELD
4 3 2 3 60.75 231 S 297.37 136

016 SPRING LAKE PARK * 4 3 2 3 55.45 347 $ 335.25 56

508 ST PETER*
4 3 2 3 55.05 353 S 296,48 140

564 THIEF PIO FAL1,_ 4 3 2 3 52.51 393 S 36441 99

624 VH1TE HEAR LAKE'
4 3 2 3 52.39 397 S 329.19 57

347 vILLmAR
4 3 2 3 60.,66 232 S 292,66 162

861 WINONA*
4 3 2 3 5493 335 S 300,66 121

518 VORIMINGTON
4 3 2 3 6.48 172 S 324.19 63

241 AL8ERT 4 3 2 53095 369 S 294.65 149

094 CLOQUET
4 3 2 4 62,95 184 347,50 29

013 COLUmBIA HEIGHTS 4 3 2 4 53.52 377 S 374,04 14

544 FERGUS FALLS
4 3 2 4 57.71 299 S 279.18 246

006 SOUTH ST RAO 4 3 2 4 54,54 360 S 397436 5

492 AUSTIN
4 3 2 5 58091 275 S 321,49 67

286 BROOKLYN CENTEP 4 3 2 5 55,36 350 S 371.11 19

316 COLERAINE
4 3 2 5 61.64 ?I6

S 366.94 21

701 HIBBING*
4 3 2 5 53.23 381 $ 384,29 10

465 LITCHFIELO
4 3 2 5 59039 265 S 331,64 54

261 ROBBINSOALE*
4 3 2 5 52.0? 403 S ,398.85

4

710 ST LOUIS COUNTY
4325 62,13 205 S 337,20 47

706 VIRGINIA
4325 56,31 284

S 345.87 33

191 BURNSVILLE*
4 3 3 1

51,97 404 S 320033 69

112 CHASKA
4 3 3 1

57,31 311 $ 334.56 51

272 EDEN PRAIRIE
4 3 3 1 54,15 366 $ 338,09 45

882 MONTICELLO
4 3 3 1

54.30 363 $ 292.57 163

720 SHAKOPEE
4331 61.76 215 5 282,53 221 478



DISTRICT NM TYPE OF DISTRICT NSA

NSA

RANK

MIRAGE WEEKLY SALARY

SALARY RANK

834 STILLwAIER* 4 3 3 1 52.05 401 S 356,86 25829 WASECA " 4 3 3 1 55.27 352 $ 325.70 61284 wAYZATA* 4 3 3 I 50.29 421 $ 346,08 32077 HARKATO* 4 3 3 2 55.97 333 S 321.32 68318 GRAND RAMO 4333 54.98 355 S 332.02 52423 MUTCHINSON!',. 4 3 3 3 55.49 345 S 331.52 55
276 mINNETONKA' 4 3 3 3 50.14 423 S 401.32 3277 MoUNO* 4 3 3 3 51.53 409 S 384.52 9088 NEW ULM - HANSKA 4 3 3 3 57.65 101 s 311,74 72622 NORTH IT RAUL-MAPLEWOOD:' 4 3 3 3 50,79 415 S 393.19 6278 ORONO* 4 3 3 3 53.88 371 S 372,42 17761 OwATONNA 4 3 3 3 55.45 348 s 282,75 219
256 RED wING'' 4 3 3 3 54.85 358 5 283,70' 210
535 ROCHESTER 4 3 3 3 62.01 208 s 355,08 26292 ST ANTHoNY VILLAGE* 4 3 3 3 5449 361 S 382,67 11
197 WEST ST PAUL* 4 3 3 3 50.41 420 $ 360,94 23
$93 CROOKSION 4 3 3 4 61.07 226 S 296.84 139
273 EDINA 4 3 3 4 48.55 429 S 389.94 7454 FAIRMONT 4 3 3 4 61.61 217 $ 306.52 96413 MARSHALL 4 3 3 4 61,51 220 s 311,14 87
623 ROSEv1LLE* 4 3 3 4 56.18 329 s 336,42 41
271 8LOOMING1ON'' 4 3 3,5 50,47 419 S 372.86 16
274 HoPKINS 4 3 3 5 58.39 282 $ 368,82 24 ;.
2t10 RICHFIELD 4335 57.15 315 s 423,57 2
283 ST LOUIS PARK 4 3 3 5 60.65 233 S 430,97 1
709 DULUTH * 5 3 2 4 52.64 390. S 326.38 60
001 MINNEAPOLIS 5 3 3 4 62.56 192 S 381.62 12625 ST PAUL 5 3 3 $ 59,61 260 s 373,93 15

479



5.

DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL FULL-TIME
EQUIVALKNCY (FTE) PROFESSIONAL
STAFF BY AGE, EXPERIENCE AND
TRAINING LEVELS IN TEE REGIONS,
THE STATE, AND IN SCHOOL :
DISTRICTS SORTED BY ENROLLMENT
TREND AND SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE

:The_ tables in this .paper present a comprehensive view o
distribution of the total full-time equivalency (FTE) professionl
staff in the state of Minnesota, the regions and in school districts
sorted by enrollment trend and school district size. (zee page,396.)
for a review of the definition of terms used in these tables)

Age -y

Table 1 is the distribution of the full-time equivalency
(FTE) professional staff in each region and the state* by age and

average weekly salary. This data is presented for the folläwing
classifications of staff: (1) total administration, (2) total
instructional staff, and (3) total professional staff. (zee pages
398-416).

Table 2 is the distribution of the full-time equivalency
(FTE) professional staff in each enrollment trend category by age
and average weekly salary. This data is presented for the following
classifications of staff: (1) total administration, (2) total in-

, structional staff, and (3) total professional staff. (zee pages

417-421.).

Table 3 is the distribution of the full-time equivalency
(FTE) professional staff in each school district size category
by age and average weekly salary. This data is presented for the

following classifications of staff: (1) total administration,
(2) total instructional staff, and (3) total professional staff.

(zee pages 422-426 ).

* In Tables 1 and 4, the classifications of staff for the state
include the following: (1) superintendent, (2) assistant superintendent,
(3) kindergarten, (4).elementary principals and assistants, (5) sec-
ondary principals and assistants, (61 total administration,.(7) ele-
mentary teacher, (8) secondary teacher, (9) other instructional staff,

(10) total instructional staff, and (11) total professional staff.
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Tk rw/Expeaieflee

Table 4 is the distribution of the full-time equivalency
(FTE) professional staff in each region and the state by training
levels and years of experience. This data is presented for the

following classifications of staff: (1) superintendent, (2) total
administration, (3) elementary classroom teacher, (4) secondary
classroom teacher, (5) total instructional staff, ami (6) total
professional staff. (4 ee pages 427.-452)-

Table 5 is the distribution of the-full-time equivalency
(FTE) professional_ staff _in=each enrollment trend category by
training levels and years of experience. This data is presented

for the following classifications .of staffL (1) superintendent.
(2) total administration, (3) elementary classroom teacher, (4)
secondary classroom teacher, (5) total instructional staff, and

(6) total professional staff. (see pages 453-460).

Table 6 is ehe distribution of the full-time equivalency
(FIE) professional staff in each school district size category
by training levels and years of experience- This data is
presented for the following classifications of staff: (1) super-

intendent, (2) total administration, (3) elementary classroom
teacher, (4) secondary classroom teacher, (5) total instructional

staff, and (6) total professional staff. (6ee pages 461-471)

Ve6i_

Classifi ations of Staff

Superintendent: includes that portion of a person's assign-

ment spent in the position of a superintendent expressed

in full-time equivalency (FTE).

Total administration: Includes that portion of a peron's
assignment spent in the position of superintendent,
assistant superintendent, elementary principal, assistant
elementary principal,-seeondary principal, assistant
secondary principal, other administrative and supervisory
personnel expressed in full-time equivalency (FTE).

Elementary classroom teacher: Includes that portion of a person's
assignment spent in the position of a teacher in grades
one (1) to six (6) expressed in full-time equivalency(FTE).

Secondary classroom teacher: Includes that portion of a person's
assignment spent in the position of a teacher in grades
seven (7) to twelve (12) expressed in full-time equivaleney

(FTE).

Total instructional staff: Includes that portion Of a person's
assignment spent in the position of a teacher in grade
kindergarten through grade twelve, and,that portion of .
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a person's assignment spent in the position of special
education staff, pupil personnel staff, and special
subject staff expressed in full-time eqUivalency (FTE).

Total professional staff: Includes that portion of a person's
assignment spent in the administrative and/or:instructional
classifications defined above expressed in full-time
equivalency (FTE).

Enrollment Chant

Enrollment change I: Includes data frem all districts which had
10% or more growth in enrollment from October 1, 1970 to
October 1, 1974.

Enrollment change 2: Includes data f-elm all districts which had
6% to 9% growth in enrollment from October I, 1970 to
October 1, 1974.

Enrollment change 3: Includes data from all districts which had
5% growth to 5% decline in enrollment from October 1, 1970
to 06tober 1, 1974.

Enrollment change 4: Includes data from all districts whieh had
6% to 9% decline in enrollment from October 1, 1970 to
October 1, 1974.

Enro lment change 5: Includes data from all districts which had
10% or more decline in enrollment from October 1, 1970 to
October 1, 1974.

District Size

District size 1: Includes data from all independent distriets
which had an enrollment of 0-299 on October 1, 1974.

District size 2: includes data from all independent districts
which had an enrollment of 300-799 on October 1, 1974.

District size 3: Includes data from all independent districts
which had an enrollment of 800-1799 pn October I, 1974.

District size 4: includes data from all independent districts
which had an enrollment. of 1800 plus on October 1, 1474.

District size 5: Includes data from the cities of the r-
class districts.

Average weelay salary

This is the salaries of the full-time equivalency (FTE)
professional staff is each age category-and staff classification
divided by the number of staff in that category and classification.
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TABLE1

REG1oN 01 TOTAL AOm1N1STRATION

AGE IN TEARS

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 2 .24 25-29 30.34 -5-39 40.44 45.49 50.54 55.59 60.64 65.

10.165 0 0 140 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1166.195 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5196-225 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

$226-255 0 0 0 .2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

1256-265 0 0 0 .3 0 0 0 1,2 0 ,5 0

1286-)15 0 0 1,8 1.0 62 .0 2.6 ,3 2,0 loS 0

1316.345 0 0 1.0 3.0 5.5 2,9 200 43 16 1.0 1,0

1346-375 0 0 1.0 4.0 3.3 541 209 2,8 140 Id 2.2

1376.401 0 0 0 2,2 5.0 6.0 2.0 .5 4,5 105 2,0

1406-435 0 0 0 4.0 7.0 2,0 3.0 0 2.0 0 110

s436. a 0 0 0 '2.0 20 100 2.6 3.0 110 2.0

TOTAL 0 0 4,9 14,7 22.9 1810 13,5 11,7 14,0 6,7 8,2

REGION 01 TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

....... . ..... AGE IN yEARs - __ _-

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30-34 35-39 40.44 45.49 50.54 554,59 60.64 65*

$0.165 0 0 9,2 7.0 3.0 145 200 0 100 1,0 2,0

1166.195 0 .6 11,6 2,0 0 342 140 0 2,0 0 140

$196.225 0 116.0 98.0 9.0 4.0 508 1000 540 2,0 5,0 a00

5226.255 0 34.0 196.2 4008 111 12,6 840 12,5 5,0 5,8 5,0

Li

5256=285 2.0 61.4 85.2 2243 18.5 13.5 1748 1100 505

S286.315 06 8.6 61.0 34.8 36.1 28.4 30,7 13,0 28,5

3,0

5.0

k0 ¶316-345 0 0 2,6 20.5 28.5 29.0 1841 9.7 23.5 11,0

1346.375 0 1,2 1,0 4,0 12,7 18.9 1041 9.2 15,0 10.0

5.7

3.0M

S376.405 0 .6 108 ,8 3.0 605 54 305 05 .5 0

1.364 1,5 4,3 3,6 3.0 3,2 1.4 1.0 2 1,6 02

0
1406.435 0 0 208 0 1.2 1.0 240 110 0 300

TOTAL 0 156,5 403.5, 2 4,0 123.0 136.3 9905 9044 7342 769 26,9

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFFREGION 01

481
WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20.24 25-29 30.34 35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54 55.59 61.64 65#

10-165 0 0 10.2 ' 7.0 3.0 105 240 0 110 1,0 2.0

1166.195 0 .6 1116 e.0 0 3,2 100 0 2,0 0 180

1196.225 0 116,0 98.0 9,0 4.0 508 1040 540 240 5.0 210

1226.255 0 34,0 196,2 41,0 11,1 12,6 840 12,5 50 6,0 560

1256.285 0 2,0 67,4 85.5 22.3 166 13,5 19,0 110 6,0 3,0

S286.315 0 46 10.4 62'0 3500 36,1 3140 3100 15,0 30.0 5.0

$316-345 0 0 306 23,5 34,0 3149 2011 1460 25.0 12,0 6.7

046.375 0 1,2 2.0 8.0 16.0 24,0 13.0 12.0 16.0 11,0 5.2

5376.405 0 16 1,8 3.0 8.0 12.5 740 4.0 500 24 200

1406.435 0 0 2,8 4,0 8,2 3.0 5.0 100 2,0 3,0 1,0

5436. 0 1,5 403 3.6 5 0 502 2.4 306 302 2,6 2$2

TOTAL 0 156,5 408,3 248.7 1460 .154

..g....4mo,a4 AGE IN YEARS

TOTAL

lop

0

0
.4

200

905

2211

2302

2307

19.0

1346

114.6

TOTAL

26,7

2104

25649

'33101

246,2

246,7

148.7,

85.2

22,1

19,9

1100

14150

48

TOTAL

2707

21,4

25609

331,5

24802

256,2

17048

108,4

4508

30,0

336



REGION 02

WEEKLY SALARY

10.165

$166.195

1196.225

¶226-255

1256.285

1286-315

1316-345

1346=375

1316-405

1406-435

14364

TOTAL

REGION 02

WEEKLY SALARY

10.165

1166.195

1196.225

$226.255

1256.285

4$286.315

-316.345

$346.375

1376.405

$406.435

1436'

TOTAL

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION
.

........ .. . . . AGE IN YEARS

UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34

0 0
0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0
0 0

0 0
0 0

0
0 45

0

0
0

02 100

0
0

0 .0

0
0

0 3,9

0 0
0 2.6

0
0

0 2,0

0 0
0 1,2

0
0

07 1048

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

UNDER 20 20-24 25-29 30.34
. .. AGE IN YEARS

0 0
.6 0

1.0
2,2

0
4.0

29,0 51,8 11.6

23,0 102,1 26.0

0 37,0 30.5

0 3,6 32.0

0 0 11.5

0
0 2,1

.6
0

.4

0
0 0

1.2 1,9 2,3

54.6 201.2 12606

35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54

0

0 0 0

0

0 0 0

0

0
0 0

0

0
0

0

.6 0
0 , 10

0 1.4 .

1.0
*9

0 13
a 108

2.5 1.0
0 1.0

0 200 140 2.0

1.0

500 2.0 2,0

1.0 1,0 1.0
340

901 7.7 54 10.6

........

35.39

...

40.44

0.0.*** ...

45-49

. Alma ...

50.54

0

0 0

1.0

9,0

260

6.0

1.0

3.0

8

4.0

7.6

10,6 540 5.0

25,4 17.5 7.0 6.6

220 13,6 1110 12.1

26.0 3246 16.2 21,2

164 17.0 114 9.0

0 0 0 180

0 0
0

1.0
1.4 0 1,0

113,6 95.1 54.2 65.5

a0.1.00

55.59 60.64 65. TOTAL

0 0
0 0

0
0

0 0

CP .

0
0 0

1.0 0 0
1,0

18 0
0

2,9

.3
0 .7 504

1.5 0
0 4.4

LS 1 .1 0 11.6

0 1.0
0 806

1.0 0
0 1310

300 2.0
1.0 13.2

9,1 307 2.7 60.2

00eimme0O0p.600v*%00o.iaand
Ofileg.WOmm

55.59 60=64 65# TOTAL

0 0
0

.6

1.0 3.0 0 16.2

1.0

6.0

6.2

160

19.5

6,5

0

0

1,0

4.1

4,0

5,0

a,e

13.0

8,3

0

2,0 121.5

6.0 19583

1.0 14683

3,3 120.6

4,0 146.1

5.0 75.4

0 2.0

0

0
9J1

57.9 43.4 21,3 633.7

REGION 02
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL

STAFF

. .. .. .. ..........0.....................

. . ... ..... .
0.0. . . . O*00.ai#W

6044
.0 .. 0.0......

AGE IN YEARS ....

WEEKLY SALARY
UNDER 20 20.24 _25-29

$0.165
a 0

.6

$166.195
0 1.0 4.0

1196.225
0 29.0 5108

S226.255
0 23,0 102,1

1256.2E15
0

0 37,5

5286.315
0

0 4,0

1316.345
0

0

$346-375
0

0,

1376.405
0 .6

0

1406.435
a 0

0 ,

14360'
0 1.2 1,9

TOTAL
0 54.6 2 1$9

48f1

.. ... ... .. .
... . .0. .

30.34 35.39

0
0

2,2 1.0

11,6 9,0

2640 1046

3805 2640

3300w 22.0

11.5 28,0

600 19.0

300
0

2.0 5,0

345 200

WO 12207

40.44 45.49 50.54

0 0
0

200 1.0 1.0

6.0 3.0 4,0

500 500 / 6

17.5 7.0 906

1500 12.0 13,0

33.0 17.0 23.0

1840 11.0 10,0

240 14 3,0

20 24 180

2.4 1.0 440

10208 6000 7602

0 0
0 .6

1,0 3.0

1.0 441 2.0 1216

1.0 410 6.0 196.3

700 5,0 1,0 149.2

17.0 6,0 4.0 12600

2180
13,0

4,0 150,5

8.0 9.0 6.0 0700

0 1.0 0 104

100 0 0 13.0

4.0 2.0 1.0 23.0

67,0 4101 24.0 69349

4n

55.59



REGION 03

WEEKLY SALARY

$0.165

5166.195

5196=225

S226.255

$256.285

$286.315

5316.345

5346.375

$376-405

5406.435

5436#

TOTAL

REGION 03

WEEKLY SALARY

50.165

5166.195

1196225

S226=255

$256.285

5286.315

316=345
0

S346=3750
$376.46

5406.435

5436.

TOTAL

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

AGEIN YEARS ...................... . ................._ . . .. ........,.. . . ... ..i... . .... .. ...,.. . ... . .

UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34 35.39 40=44 45.49 50.54 55.59 . 60.64 65. TOTAL

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2 .2

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 .5 4,0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.5

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 62 0 0 1,2

0 0 .6 2.7 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 303

0 0 160 3.0 0 1.0 0 260 .5 0. 0 7,5

0 0 0 360 269 165 100 206 0 0 0 1160

0 0 0 3,2 5.0 5.4 205 2,5 . 4 8 08 0 2462

: ::::

0 0 0 204 500 9,8 700 2.7 3.6 2,2

0 0 0 5.1 6.0 17,4 7,5 9.9 1.9 7,5 4,0 59.4

0 1.0 6.0 2668 32,2 3560 27.0 16,0 700 5. 1

0 .5 6.6 25.4 45.8 67,2 53.0 47,7 2710 17.5 9.2 299.9

-:' --- -. AGE IN YEARS

UNDER 20 20q4 25.29 30.34 35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54 55.59 60.64 65+ TOTAL

0 606 6,0 6.6 9.0 6,0 405 1.0 2.5 0 240 4412

0 14,0 6.4 8.5 4 0 . 6.2 5.5 2,5 0 1.0 1.0 49.1

0 leso 183,5 25,3 14,3 11.5 1108 8.0 7.0 1,0 5,5 393,2

,0 54.5 249.5 67.4 32.1 20.0 1500 ILO 13.4 12,0 7,0 484,0

0 1,6 19160 12060 41.6 26.4 2500 18,9 12,0 16,0 17,8 470.4

0 0 95,2 150,0 33,4 37,4 26.0 2961 27,5 10.0 13,0 421.7

5 0 0 10,6 138.0 ee.1 79,6 6300 50,9 51.5 62,0 21,5 565,3

0 1,2 2.0 69.4 86,8 6305 53.6 4101 49,2 4900 22,0 437,9 '

0 i3 .6 56,0 107.0 9002 7911 59.9 57.2 52.8 25.0 528.3

0 0 2.2 17,6 93.0 11901 114.6 97,5 56.1 35,5 17,0 55268,__.

0 .5 4.5 4.5 21.8 46,7 370 27,8 21,3 10,8 5.5 180,4

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF '

0 204.1 751.5 663.5 531.2 506.8 435.0 349.8 297,7 250.2 137.3 4127,2

8 u REGION 03 TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

AGE IN YEARS . . ..- 7

WEEK L Y SALARY UNDER 20 20.24 25=29 30.34 3549 40.44 45.49 50.54 55.59 60.64 65. 70TAL

50.165 0 6.6 6,0 6,6 9,0 660 4,5 160 2.5 0 2:2 4484

$166.195 0 14,0 6.4 8,5 4.0 6,2 5o5 2,5 0 1.0 Ile 4961

5196.225 0 125.8 187.5 25,3 14,3 11,5 1168 8,0 7,0 1.0 55 391.7

8226.288 0 54.5 249,5 67,4 3201 260 1510 14,0 1366 12.0 7,0 405,2

8256.285 0 1.6 191.6 12247 41.6. 2684 25.0 18.9 12,0 16.0 1768 47307

5286.315 0 6 96.2 153,0 ' 33,4 38,4 26.0 31,1 28,0 10,0 13.0 429.2

1316445 0 0 10,6 141.0 91.0 8161 64.0 83,5 516 62,0 214 516.3

5346=375 0 1.2 2,0 72,6 91,9 680 5600 43.6 5400 49.8 22.0 462.1

$376,405 0 .3 .6 58,4 112,0 100,0 86.1 62,6 6008 5500 25.0 560.9

$406.435 0 0 2.2 22.8 90.0 136.7 122.1 107,4 58.0 43.0 21.0 61211

5436. 0 05 5.5 10.5 48,6 78,9 72.0 54.8 37,3 17.8 10.5 336.4

TOTAL 0 204.6 758;1 688.9



RE ION 04 TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

0........ ... OE IN YEARS ..........,
...,........0.0044ftos.o, w ...., w**........_ aeommoo.

IfEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20424 25429 30.34 35439

. 604165 0 0 0 0 0

4166105 0 0 0 0 0.

6196=225 0 1.0 2.8 .3 0

5226=255 0 0 1.0 0 0

5256.4285 0 0 0 0 0

6286.315 0 0 1-0 1.5 206

5-316=345 0 0 1,0 1.8 1.0

6346.375 0 0 0 3.0 8.0

5376=405 0 0 0 8,0 3.0

54064435 0 0 1,0 1.0 268

64360 0 0 0 3.0 =700

TOTAL 0 160 6.8 10.6 2404

REGION 04 TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

'- 40444 45.49 504 4 554

0 0 0

0 0 0

100 0 0

100 0 0

1.0 0 100

3 4 7,1 1.2-

2.4- 2.5 3.5

5.7 44 3.5

6,0 769 1,8

467 8.7 7.0

6.5 6.4 808

209
503
40

3107 33.4 26.8 164

"""....""..= AGE IN YEARS .0.........w.44.4.....004...,....0,..s.............

44.0ftou

-WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20424 25.29 30-34 35'39 404.4 45.49 5044 5

60=165 0 1,6 9,0 8.3 304 560 365 1.7 ,%C

'166=195 0 26.9 24,9 2.5 NO _5.4 2.9 760 1...;

6196=225 0 98,6 106.4 10.7 13,2 10.4

.1

668 8.4

18 12.

444

6226=255 0 49.7 217,6 8401 3 15.6 15.1 ,SA

5256.205 o 104 97.6 9101 41.0 23,0 19.0 1360 -194

6286=315 0 o 25o, 80.5 68.4 4965 37.3 45.8 42.1

"
6316.345 0 .6

$346=375 o 66

504 4063: 5366 5767 42.5 5141

3+2 12.0 23.0 47,9 33.5 2567
(;)

6376=405 0 1.2 2,8 8.0 9,0 9.o 9.2 11 :

5406.435 o 0 .6 3.6 10.2 15+3 11.6 2-0 4'07

6436' o e 2.5 665 7.1 TO 5.0 5,6

TOTAL 0 18,4 555,0 355.7 249,1 243.2. 215.6 183.8

REGION 04 TOTAL PROFES IONAL STAFF

AGE INYEARS ....................
w ... ................. .

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20=24 25429 30.34 35430 40.44 45.49

S0.165 0 1.6 9.0 8,3 3,4 54 3.5

5196.225

5226=255

0

o 49.7 218.6
99.6 169.2

:111

14.:

lea 13.3

11.4
5.4

11:6:

6.8

2.9

61664195 0
24,9Fg:26,9

26.0

41.0 24.0
40.46256=205

0 1,4 97,6

6286=315 0 o
024 71.0 52.g

6316.345 0 .6 6.4 42.0 54.6 60.1 61.0

6346-375 0 .6 3 2 15.0 53.6
;99::

5406-435 0 0 1,6 4.6
311134.1

204
15,0

70,3 19:: IN
4'0

6376=405 0 1.2
16.0 12,0

6436. 0 .8 2.5 9.5
14.2 11.4 14. 10.

,

TOTAL
182.4 561,8 374.3 273 5 274,9 249.0 210,6

178

5044 55

1.7 30

760 14.

8.4

15.1 86.

14.0 1961

47,0 43

46.0 .51°.

37.0 290;



REGION 05

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20

/0/AL ADMINISTRATION

... AGE IN YEARS .................................

20024 25.29 30.34 35.39 40.44

. ...... . ...

45.49

.. .....

50.54 5549 60.64 65.

j $0.165 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 :

5166.195

,

o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

,

1196.225 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 1.0 0 0 0

1226.255 0 0 145 0 0 0 0 Id 0 0 0

1256=205 0 0 .6 1,0 0 0 .5 0 0 0 1.0

$206.315 0 0 .5 1.2 '1.0 1.0 0 380 200 0 .5

$316.345 0 0 0 6.1 64 2.0 0 0 1,2 200
0

1346=375 0 0 2,0 2,0 4,8 2.0 2.8 1,6 0 4.0 100

1376.405 0 0 .0 1,0 6.0 ,/ 310 3.0 3.2 205 0

5406.435 0 0 0 3,0 5.0 .5 1.0 1.0 110 1,0 1.0

1436* 0 0 0 3,0 3.0 1/3 6.0 8,0 8,0 t2 3,0

TOTAL
4.6 17,3 24.2 13,4 13.3 18.6 15.4 9,1 6,5

REGION 05 TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

. AGE IN YEARS

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20.24 25-29 30=34 35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54 55.59 60.64 654

SO-165 0 2.0 7.5 2.0 1.5 0 0 1.4 0 0 1.0

5166-195 0 13.5 11.0 3,0 0 0 0 240 5,0 1.0 3.0

1196.225 0 93.1 123.4 9.2 7.0 5,0 3.0 5.0 3.0 4.0 2,0

$226-255 0 -36.6 180.3 40,7 12,0 840 6.0 6.0 6.0 4.5 4.0

5256-285 0 Id 130.0 49,7 23,5 14.9 1710 16,0 13,0 5,o 10.0

1286-315 0 1,0 17.5 51,8 33,4 224 24.0 24.0 23.6 1040 1.9

, a 1316445 0 0 416 45.9 35.3 27,5 22.3 19.0 21,8 24,0 7.0

N $346.375 0 1.2 1.0 17,0 34,7 296 23.3 17,4 12.0 12,0 4.0

5376-405 0 0 2.1 6.6 15.0 134 14.0 1610 16.6 14.5 5.0

S406.435 0 0 0 1.6 2.0 4,1 9.0 580 5.0 1.0 2.0

5436. 0 1,3 3,7- 2.8 1.6 3.3 4.0 1.6 2,1 1,4 0

TOTAL 0 149,9 481.1 230.4 166.0 132.7 122.5 113.5- 108.3 77.4 450

REGION 05 TOTAL PROESSIoNAL STAFF

AGE IN YEARS .................. .

TOTAL

0
:

2.5

3,1

9.2

15.7

20,2

1904

13,5

38.4"

123.0

TOTAL

1514

38.5

254.7

3061

280,4

215.2

207.4 :=

152,1

103.4

344
21.9

162788

*Ome ... OMMWOW . . osoM0000w000me... oooowoomo.o.o

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34 35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54 55.59 60.64 65.

$0=165 0 200 7.5 210 105 0 0 104 0 0 1.0

1166=195 0 13.5 11,0 3.0 0 0 0 2.0 5.0 100 310

1196.225 0 93,1 123.4 9.2 7.0 510 3,0 600 3,0 400 2,0

1226-255 0 36.6 18118 40,7 124 8,0 7.0 6/0 4.5 4,0

1256=285 0 1,3 130,6 50,7 23,5 1414 17,5 16.0 130 5,0 1160

1286.315 0 1,0 1600 53.0 344 23.0 24.0 27,0 2506 10.0 8.4

1316=345 0 0 4.6 52.0 39,6 29.5 22.3 1900 23,0 26.0 7.0

1346.375 0 1,2 3,0 194 39,5 31,5 26.0 19,0 1200 16/0 5o0

1376=405 0 0 2,2 1.6 21,0 14,0 17.0 19.0 2010 17.0 540

1406-435 0 0 0 4,6 7,0 10.0 6.0 6,0 2.0 3.0

54264 0 1,3 3,7 5,8 4,6 IP 10.0 906 , 10,1 1,6 3,0

TOTAL 149.9 485,7 247,7 190.2 14011 135.8 132.1 -1230 67.1 52,4

TOTAL

15.4

38,5

,5507

306.6

283.5

22404

223.1

172.3

122.6

7464
60,3

_ 1750.9



REGION 06

WEEKLY SAL-ARY

$0=165

5166=195

$196=225

$226.255

S256.285

5286=315

5316.345

S346.375

5376-405

5406=435

$436'

TOTAL

REGION 06

WEEKLY.SALARY

S0.165

5166.195

$196=225

5226=255

$2507 85'

$286=' 5

$316=345

$346.375

1376=405-

5406.435

1436.

TOTAL

RE ION 06

WEEKLY SALARY

SO-165

5166495

5196.225

524.255

5256.285

S286.315

5316-345

3346=375

S376.405

5406.435

'436'

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

000...000.00. AGE IN YEARS

ADER 20 20.24 640-

0
0

o
0

1.0

0 3.4

0 1.5

0 2.3

1.0

0 0

o 1.0

o
0

0

0

......

30.34 35.39

o0

O 0

0 0

0 110 .0.

1.0 1.0 110

3.0 5,6 7.0

10.4 15.0 6,5

3.0 4.0 11,5

5.0 6.0 5.4

0 4,0 510

40.44

0

0

0 00 .. 0600 . 0.000000100
... 00006 .. '0000000m

_0 . :0:00600060 .. .

0

0

.6

4.0

149

700

54
6.0

8 10.2 226 36,6 36,3 24,5

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

5044, 55,59 0044

0 0 0

0, 0 0

0 0 .2

.,

0 0

0 05 60

1.0 .4 9
0 3.0 1.5

* 44 1.0 2.0

20 2.0 6.0

3.0 2.9 .
1.0,

10.7 2.0 1.0

21,1 11,8 12,1

jv

AGE IN YEARs . 0 ..
.000000606.0600,006060m . 000 .06.00000.00606wes

0060100 . 00 . 006000000006,606
_004.0

65. :TOTAL

0 0'

0 0';

5 2.5

0 319

0 3.0

: 0 812

0 25.2

1,0 414

1,0

0

3705

28.2 ,

'0 20.7."
5 179.0

UNDER 20 20=24 25-29 30.34 35.39 40=44 45.49 50.54

0 12.5 12.4 4,0 7,5 5,5 4,1 5,5

0 20.6 31,7 666 ,0 360 510 710

0 122.5 11642 24,9 1042 .7.2 13.0 8.6

0 81.0 252,5 . 62,0 15.0 2315 11.6 13.0

0 46 132,0 80,9 25.9 20.3 20.5 1410

0 .0 2412 79,1 42.9 31,0 31.9 2580

o .5 4,7 52.1 48.4 43,0 33.6 33,0

0 0 .8 20.0 32.9 4545 2767 30,0

0 1.2 112 2.0 2310 24,4 12.0 1600

0 1.0 1.8 1.2 3.0 8.6 4.0 646

0 1.1 2.4 4,8 1,2 1,3 1.5 1,3

0 241.1 579.7 337d 210.6 213,6 171.0 I 0,2

.

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

55'59 , 60=64 650 TOTAL

4.0 to 8.0 8645

7.0 2.5 200 8640

24 6.8 100 .318.9

10.0 1,0 . 9.5 uT.. 4962

12,0 11.0 , 1410 33102

27.0 210 10,0 292+3

36.0 2745 144 -292.9

1910 23'4., 1114 210.3

10.0 8.5 3.0 1014

2.1 2.0 0 -3011

.4 0 0 14.1

0 111,3 19.9 2235.1

AGE IN yEARs
".,.. 00.0000 . 0 . 000 . 0 .... . 000000006000000000060016

.. . 0600 ....0000000000004

UNDER 20

0

2024.._ 25=29 30.3

126 12,4 4,0 7,5

20.6 -1141 6.6 .6

123,3 117.2 24,9 10,2

0 81.0 255.9 62,0 15,0

o 6 133,5 8049 26,1

0 0 26,5 80,1 43,9

0 6 547 55.2 54.0

0 0
.6 3045 41.4

0 1,2 2,2 ,, 5,0 21.0

0 140 148 6,2 140

0 1.1 2.4 4.8 5,2

4 351.39 40444 45.49 . 50=54 55.59 60.64 65. TOTAL

5.5 411 515 4.0 2,0 9.0 66.5

3.0 510 710 7.0 2,5 .2.0 864

7,2 13.0 8,6 2,5. 7,0 7,5 321,4

23.5 17.6 134 10.0 1.0 905#

20,3 20,5 14.0 12.5 11.0 14,0

32,0 3216 260 , 27,4 22.0 10.0

50.0 37.6 . 33..t 39.0 . 2980 14.0

52.0 294 3480 20111. 254 12.4

3610 19.0 18,0 140 14.5 4.0

14.0 9.0 916 540 3.0 0

6.3 7.5 140 2.4 110

TOTAL 0 2410 4659 360,2 247.3 249,9 195.5 181.3 141,8 -124.0 82

49581

3344

300.5

318.0

-2524

-138.8

58.6

4218



TT.

REGION 07 TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

AGE IN YEARS ...... 00. . . .t...... ... . ..0.................................

WEEKLY SALARY

S0.165

UNDER 20

0

20.24 25029 30.34

o 0 .6

35039

0

40.44

0

45.49

0

5654

0

55059 6004
,

650

0

SI66.195 0 0 4 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4196.22S 0 0 Q 0 0 D , 0 0 0 0 0

$226.255 0 02 .36' 100,
0

0 1.0 .
0 0 4

$256.285 0 0 110 1.3 1.1 1.0 03 0 0 ' 1 0

S286.315 0 0 .2 206 200 144 0 200 .10 105 1.0

. 5316°345 0 i 0 1.7 1.6 7.2 100 4 9: 03 0 102 1.0

$346.375' 0 0 2.0 1200 8.0 6.3 64 1.5 1.0
: 0 0

S376.405 0 0 0 305 702 4.0 5.2 1.0 Id 1.0 206

$406.435 0 0 0 400 8,0 NI 8.0, 41- - 1.0 4 5$0

$436* 0 0 0 9,0 1500 18,0 21.0 1706 1100 600 3.6

JOTAL 8.4 4306 48.5 368 4609 2716 1410 9.7 1302

REGION 07

.*,

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

AGE INIARS ..

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 10024 25.29 30.34 35'39 40.44 45.49 50.54 55059 60064 650 . TOTAL

50165 0 109 1106 8.2 765 5.0 36 0 2,5 1.6 201 44.5

5166.195 0 '9,0 17,2 4.0 106 1.0 200 146 100. 3.0 1.5 41,9

.51960225 0 203,9 27806 2302 606 706 10.0 614 1105 3.0 164 561.0

4226.255 1.0 139,2 472.8 110,4 22,0 21,1 144 14,6 1505 11,0 13,6 83506

5256.245 100 3,6 37604 162,2 6415 326 2508 18.0 15.0 1000 11.4 7266

$286.315, 0 104 7602 137.9 660 38.5 3400 3140 32,6 284 16.6 456/7
4-*

0 4316.345 0 1,0 22,9 97.4 77.3 49,0 504 37,3 41,0 39,8 ILO .42800

5346.375 0 1.2 500 48.6 46.0 31.7 41.5 22.7 13.0 18.0 1000 23147

$376.405 0 106 108 2513 468 1900 1918 _13.0 11.0 8.4 30 1434

5406.435 0 0 1.2 13,6 18,0 14.4 120' 11,9 7,0 600 4.0 ' 8400

5436# 03 ' 6i9 7.6 37.9= 3301 1603 '1500 5t0 500 2.5 UM

TOTAL

.6

0

0

517

6.6

1044

24.9

37.3

2544

38.7

10102

2569

TOTAL 2,0 364.0 1270.9 638.4 382,1 253.0 2296 171.5 155.1 133 9 870 368814

REGION 07 TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

AGE IN YEARS

_WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34. , 35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54 55059 6644 650 TOTAL

10.165 -0,,,,1.4 11.6 ' 808 705 5.0 3.5 0 2.5. .L., 1,6 .2.8 4501

5166.195 0 900 1702 400 1.6 100 24 16 1.0 3.4 lo5 41.9

4196.225 0 203.9 27808 23.2 6,6 7,6 10,0. - 6,4 11,5 _ 100 10.0 56100

5226.255 110 139,4 47603 11114 2200 2101
. 1514 1406 1505 160 13.6 84103

5256.285 160 306 377,4. 165,5 65,5 3105. 26.1 '-'' 18.0 . 1500 1000 1104 727.1

5286.315 0 1,4 7604 140.5 62.0 3905 3400 3310 32.6 30.0 17.6 46761

016.345 0 1.0- 2406 10501 84.5 50.0 55.0, 37.6 440 41.4 1300 452.9

13460375 0 1,2 700 _ 60.6 5400 38.0 48.0L,._ . 24.2 , 1400 18.0 1010 27500

5376.405 0 14 ha 28.8 47.9 214 254 14.0 12,0 900 -6.0" -16912:

S406.435 0 0 102 17,6 26,0 22.0 204 1700 '8-00 . 6,0' 900 ._126.8

5436# 0 103 6.9 16.6 5209 51.1 3103 3206 6.0 11.0 64 231.9

JOTAL.::. 200. 36402 A 79.3 . 682.1 .. 4168 29108-: 216.4 199.1 16901 143.6101.9 39,
4

-f

197t.

. 9,9909.9.99.0.0.04-, . . .



REG! N 08

WEEKLY SALARY

$0.165

1166=195.

1196.225

-1226455

12560285

1266=315

1316-345

1346=375

,41376.405

' 1406=435

1436'

TOTAL

REGION 00

WEEKLY SALARY

S00165

SI66-195

1196=225

S226=255

1256=285

ES' 1206=315

1316=345

$346=375

1376=405

1406-435

14360

TOTAL

........ . ..

UNDER 20

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

o

0

0

0

REGION 08

WEEKLY SALARY

S00165

$166=195

5196.225

5226=255

$256.205

$286.315

: 1316445

5346.315

$376=405

1406=435

$4360

TOTAL

TOTAL ADMINIPRATION

AGE IN YEARS

20024 2529

0 0

30034

0

3539
0

40044

0

45.40

0

100
65 0 160 0 0

0

0 63 0 0 0

0

0 0 0 0 60

0

0 65 160 160 0

0 100 6,3 160 2,0 104

0 160 3.8 567 5.7 4 o 4

207
0 0 7.3 5$7 400

500
0

0

0

0

4.8
160

6.3

260

24
768 460

260
0 D 67 . 260 610

5 260 25,9 23.6 28.4 20.5

701AL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

ONOER 20

0

*OE IN YEAR5'.... m . ...

20°24' 25029 31.34

6.6 412 1.2

0 1066 1465 565

0 10761 130.7 1902

0 46,7 21162 5600

0 16 9667 109,3

0 15,3 7862

o 1.1 1.7 40.6

0 161 160 507

0 160 .6 .2

0 .5 0 102

0 164

,

367 265

0 184.7 479.5 319.7

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

w...0.Md. AGE IN YEARS .......... .

UNDER 20 2044 25.29 30=34

0 666 462 162

0 19.1 14.5 6.5

0 101.1 13160 19,2

0 4667 21162 56.0

0 06 97,2 110,3

0 0 16,3 0465

0 161 267 44.5

lel 160 1360

1,0 ,6 560

.5 0 2.2

164 3.7 3.2

0 185.2 482.3 345,6

............ . .0 . ..... p..... ..

35039 4044 45049

6.5 346 1.0

1,0 3.0 34

9.0 840 665

2561 1365 1500

2461 1905 2160'

48,6 34,0 3006

5244 463 304

22,3 3760 264

7.7 1362 14,6

0 12 0

1.3 .6 0

198.1 173.8 148.9

50.54 5549 60.64 65#

0 0 0- 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 tS

0 1 60 0 04

0 62 165 265

260 164 115 260

3,0 3.0 1.0

6.0 2.0 4,0 190

360 260 260 110

6.0 460 160 0

20.0 13.6 11.1 714

...., 00....00 .. .60.0,...0......

50.54 5549 60064 65'

4.0 2.1 Zoe la
0 2,5 160 265

360 . 660 160 1.0

1200 1366 14.0 3O,

1460 1260 , 1460 666

29,5 41,8 204 -10.5

27,0 3701 27.5 960

1700 2460 2260 060

1100 700 7.0 440

160 0 0 0

0 141 0 0

1 016 147.2 108.9 5343

mMede

TOTAL

215

13

349

15.9

1715

26.7

3240

22,8!:;)

21.7

153.8

TOTAL :

1219

5244

295.5.

411.1

311.9

30901

26767

164.4

66.2

1045

193247

..ffiAWOM#WPieni0000g.6.0.00Maana0WOO6411,0.00.010
. .. OOMPO#0.0.6 ...apiemommoiti

60.64 '654 :TOTAL

3539 4044

605 306

100 360

960 8.0

25,1 1305

25,1 19.5

4906 3660

58.0 47,0

28.0 4160

14.0 1660

2.0 660

393 666

22167 20262

45.49 5054 55.00

2.0 167 32.1
100 460 241

44 0 265 1.0 265 5469

3.0 6.0 1,0 5.0 295.9
6o5

1510 12.0 13.6 14.0 4.4 41146

214 13.0 14.0 9.0 323.8

32,0 2965 4260 2260 1360 32800

34.4 20.0 38.5 29.0 1110 295.2

2000 27.0 234 860 19161

2940

1946 1160 960 11.0 560. 9E62

2,0 1.0 25.1
44 2.0400

200 660 501 100 0 3201

16904 1384 16060 120,0 60.7 2086,5-

,1,411.V3.1



REGION 09

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

AGE IN YEARS ......................

0.24 25.29 30.34 35.39

.... . . .

40.44

. ...................................

45.49 50.54 5549

..

60.64

. .

65$

50.165 0 0 0 0 1,0 0 0 0 0 0 140

$166=195 0 .1 0 0 0 0 160 0 0 0 0

$196-225 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5226-255 0 0 0 /.0 0 01 0 0 0 0

$256-285 0 100 .2 240 0 0 0 ,0 1.0 0

i286.315 0 0 2,2 4.5 1.9 1.7 1.0 1,0 2 0

$316.345 0 210 6,0 5,0 305 304 242 1,8 2,2 0

$346475 0 ,
1.0 5.0 11,0 6,0 6.3 308 2,0 460 200

$376-405 0 0 3,0 11.0 1204 3.8 5o7 3,4 507 ' 4.2

S406.435 0 0 1.0 4.3 5,0 9.0 4.0 5,0 100 3,0

$436* 0 0 3.0 4.8 4,0 6.0 5,0 2.0 3.0 0

TOTAL
4.0 20,3 44.1 32.8 314 21.6 15 2 17.0 10.2

REGION 09
TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

.............

TOTAL

200

101

0

107

4.1

1204

2601

4111

4941

32,3

2768

197.8

mm mm AGE IN YEARs

WEEKLY 544ARY UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34 35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54 55.59 60.64 65# TOTAL

0 4,0 5.8 Z.2 4,0 3,0
0 '2500

$0.165
100 2.0 1.5 1.5

3166=195 0 30,1 41,5 400 6.0 0 104 1.0 0 1.0 5.3 90.2

5196=225 0 14901 16508 23.0 15.6 8.0 7.6 4.0 5.5 300 500 35608

5226.255 0 4518 279,6 79,8 21,0 2300 220 8.5 140 5#0 600 5020

$256.285 1.0 100 120.0 115,4 43,1 39,0 31.0 19.0 15,0 2206 5,0 412.9

0 5286315 0 .6 24.0 90,8 47,0 29.7 33,3 32.3 20.0 17.8 13.0 317.6

cr 5316.345 0 102 .6 56,4 686 48.9 44.6 48.9 47,2 35.2 1500 366.6

S346.375 0 0 .6 17.0 4200 37,0 27.2 32.2 26.0 29.0 6.0 21100

1376.405 0 0 2,5 2.0 27,0 55.6 444 28.3 20.6 2163 9.8 21103

5406.435 0 0 1,7 0 3.7 2,0 400 400 1.0 2,0 LO 19.4

5436* 0 1.1 0 3.6 302 1.9 2.0 .6 .6 .4 13 1307

TOTAL 1.0 232,9 643.0 394,3 28160 24802 218.7 180,8 157,6 138.8 66.4 25624

_500 REGION 09 TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF
501

AGE IN YEARS -_-..---._.
. --_ .

.

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20-24 25-29 30.34 35.39 40.44 45A9 50.54 55.59 60.64 65# TOTAL

50.165 0 4.0 5.8 2,2 5.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 1.5 1,5 1,0 27,0

5166-195 0 30.2 41.5 4.0 6.0 0 2.4 1.0 0 1.0 5.3 91.4

$196-225 0 149.1 165.8 23.0 15.6 8.0 7.6 4.0 5.6 3,0 5.0 356.8

5226.255 0 45.8 279.6 79.8 22.0 23,0 23.0 8.5 11,0 5.0 6.0 5034

5256-285 1.0 1.0 121.8 115.6 45.0 39o0 31.0 19,0 15o0 23.6 5.0 417.1

5286.315 0 .6 24.0 93.0 51.5 366 3560 33.3 30,0 18,0 13.0 33010

5316.345 0 1.2 2.6 62,4 13.5 52.44 480 51.0 49,0 37.4 1510 392,6

5346.375 a 0 1.6 22.0 53.0 43.0 33.5 36.0 28.0 33.0 80 258.2

$376.405 0
0 2.5 5,0 38.0 68,0 48.0 34.0 244 27.0 14.0 260.5

5406-435 0 0 1.7 1.0 8.0 7.0 13,0 8,0 6,0 3.0 4,0 5117

5436# 0 1.1 0 6.6 8.0 5.9 810 5.6 2,6 3.4 .3 41.6

TOTAL 1.0 233.0 647.0 414,6 32507 2814 250.5, 202 5 17200 155,8 7 0k;,



REGION 10
'TOTAL ADMINISTRATION .

'ww*.ropo*

:

.0. AGE IN YEARS ......................
........00#..0....................0./...0.*.................600.00.woo....

..4

-WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34 35.39 40.44 45.49 5044 55.59

s0-165 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

S166-195 0 0 1,0 0 0 0 ,0 0 0

5196-225 0 0 0 2,0 215 0 0 0 0

' 5226-255 0 09 1,5 1,0 2,0 0 0 0 0

456-285 0 0 100 102 0 0 0 2.0 0

5286.315 0,
0 109 4,9 5.1 1,2 160 07 0

' 1316-345 O. 0 2,0 1006 1063 266 1,4 2,0 2,2

,
5346.375 0 0 1.0 60 1066 7.6 701 2.4 400

:1.076-405 0 0 0 9,0 19.1 11,7 700 800 1.7

'- 5400.435 0 0 0 6,0 11,0 13,0 1260 1060 8,0

.

$436. 0 0 0 3,0 860 2602 265 18,0 11.0

TOTAL 0 65
8,4 43.6 68,5 62,2 50,0 430 32,0

REGION 10
TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF.

6064 650 TOTAL

0 0 '0

0 0 14

0 0 405-

0 0 5.0

0 .5 4.6

A 1.0 16.1

105 100 33.5 --

4,0 '466 61,3: 7

3.0 36 65.0

140 1.0 02,0

74 7.0 I01.1 !!

16,9 1007 344.1 :

,

,

...,.....-
AGE IN yEARs ............................

........................0.00.0.....i.e.........,

.:,-. WEEKLY SALARY
UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34 35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54 55.59 60064 650 TOTAL

50-165 0 700 18.0 9,0 1000 763 462

5166-195 0 1034 65,4 1101 6.10 1,6 460 1.0

.
. 5196.225

0 166,4 418.2 410 1500 13.0 1262 9,0

5226.255 0 55.5 500,9 115.1 50,2 27,0 15.9 860

5256-285
0 1,4 215.4 239,4 00,2 4010 314 24.0

4, $286-315 0
.4 59.2 172.6 114,0 7808 56,7 5344

1316-345 0 .6 16,1 86,5 14008 110.5 9061 0410

,- $406.435

: $376.405

0

0 1.0 3,0 19,6 32.4 5404 5464 _ 3000

0 3.5 9,6 Z5.0 90 4.0 3,0
'I

5346.375 0 2.1 1,0 41.5 55,8 649 6561 45,7

5436. 0 2,- 0.2 9,2 5062 55.9 5566 23.0

TOTAL
0 340,1 1317.7 701.3 619,6 460,3 40060 25100

TOTAL

REGION 10
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL

sTAFF

0 341.2 1320.1

..... o .. oo ... AGE IN YEARS

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20-24 25-29 30.34 35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54

50-165
0 7.0 1068 9.0 10.0 713 4,2 2,0

5166.195 0 103.5 66.4 11.1 6.0 7.6 410 1.0

5156-225
0 166,4 418,2 43,0 11.5 13.0 12,2 9.0

5226-255 0 56.0 510.4 116,7 52,2 27.0 15.9 8.0

5256.285 0 1.4 216,4 240.6 80.2 404 32.1 20.0

5286-315 0 14 61.0 177,5 119.1 79.9 51.1 54.0

$316-345 0 16 18.1 91,1 151.0 113.1 92.1 06.0

5346-375 0 2.1 2.0 53.5 106.4 72,5 7262 48,0

5376-405
0 1.0 3.0 28.6 51.5 66,1 61.4 46.0

1406.05 0 0 3.5 15.6 36.0 22.0 1660 13.0

$436, 0 2.8 8.2 12.2 50.2 02.1 77.1 4160

804.9 688,2 530.6 45060 33411

110 Alp . 64.4

4.4 4,0 302 21002 ,

5,0 4,0 6.2 65000

11.5 700 1105 81763: H*:,

280 18.5 2165 70505

43,0 5382 3200 66362

10043

3103 . :1147:00
32:0:6.141

ES,
0 0 ,

360 57,1

50,5 43,0 7,4 422,9 :-c=

13,0

280,1 270.6 160.4 4517.8

WWW-powsolfe4M.0***MONOWEA

55.59 0.64 65. TOTAL

Id 1,0 4.0 64,4 =

4.4 4,0 3,2 211.2

5.0 4,0 6,2 69465

11.5 7.0 ,
17.5 822.3

28,0 18.5 22.0 72012

43.0 53,6 3360 675.3

102.5 100,5 30,1 79562

54,5 47,0 12.0 5704

39.0 27.0 24.0 347.5

8,0 1.0 4,0 119.1

24,0 24.0 15,1 344.7 :

320.9 20705 179,1 5262,6



RE ION 11 TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20

$0.165 0

S166.195 0

5196.225

$226-255 0

5256=285

$286-315 0

$316=345 0

$346=375 0

$376=405 0

5406=435
$14364 0

TOTAL

REGION 11

WEEKLY SALARY
50.165.

5166.195

$196=225
5226255
5256.285

5286-315
5316=345

0 5346.375
0) $376=405

5406=435
$436,

TOTAL

REGION 11

AGE IN YEARS

20.24 25-29

0 1.0

0 0

1.0

1.0

0

2.0

30=34 35039 40.44 45.49 50.54

1.0 0 0 0 0

0 0 o 1.0 0

560 o 0 0 0 0

16.8 3.0 1.0 2.0 110 0

13.2 6.3 2.0 2.6 4.2 0

8.2 11.8 5.3 3.0 1.0 2.0

260 15.0 9.9 7.1 40 .7

466 25.0 18.9 10.7 6.5 0

2.0 23.8 24.2 16.5 1168 6.5

0 16,8 24.5 1846 9,8 16.8
.4 45,4 162.0 248.8 279.5 220.4

53,3 148,1 247.9 30963 318.8 246,4

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

- -- - AGE IN YEARS

UNDER 20 20.24 25=29

0 1744 49.6

0 35.8 32.2

0 572.1 1048.3

0 226.9 2007.7

0 3.6 148345

0 1.1 604.1

o 1.6 189.0

0 .6 54.0

0 2.1 15.0

0 0 5.3

0 4.3 24.2

30.34 35.39 40.44 0.49

42,3 41.1 39.1 2660

19.2 1162 5.4 2.5

150,4 7667 6002 28.8

333,6 10365 72*2 4368

603,8 138,9 98.4 89.1

885.5 213.0 132.0 86.6

805,3 282.2 165.2 111.0

545,6 321.2 212.9 144.7

35667 466.8 282.3 208.8

19064 378,4 240.6 160.1

141,6 811.6 1032.6 914.2

0 865.6 5512.8 4074.6 2844.6 2341.0 1815.7

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

...== - . - .... AGE IN YEARS ----.--..........................,...=

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20.24 25q9 30-34 35-39

S0=165 0 17.4 50.6 4363 41.1

5166.195 0 35.8 32.2 19.2 11.2

5196=225 0 573.1 1053.3 150.4 7667

5226-255 0 227.9 2024.5 336.6 104.5

5256=285 0 3.6 1496.7 610.1 140.9

5286315 0 1.1 612.3 897.3 218.3

5316=345 0 1.6 191.0 820.4 292.1

5346=375 0 .6 58.6 570.6 34001

$376=405 0 2.1 17.0 300.5 491.0

5406=435 0 0 5.3 207.2 402,9

E, $4364 0 4,3 24.6 187.0 973.7

II
TOTAL 0 867.6 5566,1 4222.7 3092,5

40-44 45.49

39.1 26.0

5.4 3.5

60.2 28.0

74.2 44.8

101.0 93.3

135.0 87.6

172.3 115.0

223.6 151.2

298.8 220.6

259.2 17060

1281.4 1193.6

2650.4 2134.4

24
1.1

1.1

4.1

128.1

138.1

S0.54 51
9,5 1,1

4,0 4
16.0 2j

2016 131

444 20.

41.5 2901

8542 634

118,5 96J

165.5 121i

13502 946

71143 430j
1

135144 8814

-- - - .. ...1
50.54 51

9.5 7a

4.0 4j

1;i

16.0

!!!!

43.5

204

30

65

97

172,0 122

152.0 99
93 8 559

1597.9 1020



STATE TOTAL
SUPERINTENDENT

AGE IN YEARS .

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34 3539 40.44

30.165
0 0 0 0

5166.195

5196.225

0
0

a

a
0

o

14
0

0

S226.255
0 a 0 0

S256.285
o a 1.0 0 0

$286.31$

1.0 0 160

$316.345
O 0

2.0 2.0 2.6

$346.375

340 10.0 4.0

S376.405
.5 1,8 9.0 12.3

$406.435
0

3.0 4.0 A.0

5436.
0 a 2.3 13.0 32.8

TOTAL 0
5 14,2 39,0 6108

STATE TOTAL
ASST. SUPERINTENDENT

45.49 50.54 55.59 4664 65. TOTAL

0 0 0 0 0 1

0 a o 0 o o

a o 0 o o 1 0

0
0 0 0 IS 5

0 160 A 0 14 3.2

4,5 210 1.7 0 210 1262

3.2 3.5 440 140 140 19.3

8.7 9.5 6.0 , 5.0 3.0 49,2

10,0 4.0 16.0 15.9 7.0 78.5

9.0 168 11,4 S,0 6.0 59.2

3300 49.4 31.0 16.0 13.0 19016

69/4 8162 70.9 42.9 -32.9 4110

*sw AGE lti YEARS
OW NNW W wW -WWW.NOMM. W WWw#0 W*MW--0WWOMONO.06WWWW0WOffinOWOO.ffiert*O"."*M

.....w.

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40.44 45449 50.54 55459 60.64 650 TOTAL

0 0 0 0 o 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 160

0 o 0 0 0 1.0

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 1.0 0 0 1.0 4.0

190 0
0 0 0 262

0
.5 0 0 1.0 54

2.0 110 0 2,0 0 1190

6.0 3.5 0 160 1.0 1910

26.2 33.5 14.5 12.0 610 135.7

50.165
0 0 0 0 0 0

SJ66-195 0 0 0 0 0 0

3196.225 0 0 0 0 1.0 0

5226-255
0 o 1.0 0 0 0

S256.285__
0 0 0 0 0

o 5286-315

c° 3316.345

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1,0

0

02

1.0

0

3346-375
0 0

0 2,6 0 1.3

5376-405 0 0 0 1.0 1,0 440

5406-435
0 0 24 365 2,g

5436° 0 0 0 3.5 12.0 284

TOTAL
0 0 1.0 10.1 17 7 36.3

5TATE TOTAL
KINDERGARTEN

AGE IN YEARS .

**

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34 35-39 40=44

10.165 0 2.5 7.0 id 1,0 1.6

3166-195 0 7,0 4.5 1.5 1,0 140

5196-225
0 9.6 87.3 10.7 4,0 712

5226q55 0 31.6 161.4 14,0 16.6 1410

566.265 0 1.0 102.5 2646 17.0 21.5

3206.315 0
0 24.5 34.5 21.0 1905

3316.345 0 0 6.5 30,0 24,1 294

5346-375
0 0 100 13,5 15,0 19.5

$376-405
0 0 0 6,0 15,0 15.5

5406-435 0
0 1,0 4.0 800 6,0

34369
0

105 1,0 600 9.5

TOTAL
0

.d 39702 142,8 128.7 144,3

506

35.2 39.5 , 14.5 15.0 le 0 179.3

0410(100~#006
nif.6*0 ** **Maio.

45.49 50.54 55.59 60.64 65. TOTAL

1#0 2.0 0 1.0 2.0 1991

145 14 AS 1.0 1,5 2005

3.0 245 3.5 240 1.0 186.8

7.0 , 6.0 3,5 0 305 257.6

11.0 715 6,0 300 4.0 20001

1640 13.0 1600 4,0 7.5 15600

33,0 1( I 17.5 18.5 14.0 1066

20.0 17.5 15.0 100 5.0 113.5

2095 1490 14.5 10.5 3.5 101.5

7#0 606 2.5 300 1.0 3991

1510 6.5 10,5 8.0 3.0 62.1

135 0 94.6 89.5 58o0 53.0 13444

507



STATE TOTAL

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20

ELEM. PRINCIPALS ASST.

:- AGE IN TEARS

-V44 6-49 30.34 35i39 40.44 45.49 50.54

060.-00,66666:6.06'066*-0-00-6_

, 55.59 60.64 650 TOTAL

50.165 0 0 0 0 0 0 0= 0 0 0 100 14

¶166.195 0 o 0 1,0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.0

1196.225 0 , .0 160 0 1 0 0 0 02 05 1,7

¶226.255 0 0 0 = e 0 sil. 100 110 0 45 O. 2.5

$256.285 0 0 1o5 1,0 1.0 200 .5 2,0 60 .5 : 1,0 1005

$286.315 0 0 3,0 512 5,8 4.5 07 10, 210 4.6 100 30,7

¶316.345 0 0 4,5 13,5 9,8 9,1 6,2 4,0 403 7,4 315 62.2

S346.375 0 0 200 1907 262 1107 009, 40 2,5 4,7 410 1306

S376-45 0 0 1.5 16,7 34,8 1441 14,4 ;
7i4 , , 3.5i, - 3,51,-- .6.0 101.8

5406.435 0 0 oS 1108 2512 17,4 16,0 9,0 505 64 4,0 9503

t4161 0
0 36,0 72,8 99,7. 9706 68,3 47,5 27,0 18,0 46700

'TOTAL 0 0 13.0 105.8 175.5 158.5 145.2 99,5 66.3 54,4 39,0 857.4

STATE TOTAL
SEC, PRINCIPALS . ASSY.

i

WEEKLY SALAY

$0.165

5166.195

$196.225

5226.255

S256.285

' S286.315

81 S316.345

S346.375

5376.405

5406.435

5436*

TOTAL

STATE IOTA

UNGER 20

AGE IN YEARS _-=.:.-

20=24' 25.29 30.34

,

35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54 55.59 60.64 65. TOTAL

0 0 0 0 0 0 --- 0 0 0 0 .2 12

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 ; 0 ..- 0

0 ,0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 , 0 1,0 0 1,8 0 0 (1: 2 .2 0 204

1
0 0 ' Z5 -1,0 2,7 0 0 0 0 0

0 0, 4,3 605., 508 2,2 2.3 61 IS. o8 1.7 26.7

0 0 502 : '150 ,- 2503 10o? 505 440 115 1.7 15 , 6908.

0 0 610 29,8 : 2805 .:, 2108. 1068 5,2 4,0 3,3 3 8 11302

0 0 0' 2904 17,9 28.7 1768 9.9 307 3.0 1.0 111,3

0 0 4 244 29,7 29#2 22#5 i 18,0 1000 1,0 300 137.8

a a 1;0 73,2 670 -:-9003- 12205 42,2 4100 24,0 1900 48601

0 00 20,5 12908 171,8 182,4 18104 13009 6708 34,0 2902 95405

OTHER ADMINISTRATION

AGE IN YEARS 6 ._ .

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20-24 25.29 30.34 35.39 40.44 45.4 50.54 0.59 60.64 650 TOTAL

50.165 -0 0 200 1#6 '100 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 466,

5166.195 0 o6 1,0 0 0 0 3.0 0 0 0 0 4.6

$196.225 0 2,5 13.1 10 05 100 0 100 0 0 0 19,4

5226.255 0 1,7 25,7 512 300 3o0 la 105 110 0 0 4208

$256.285 0 0 1509. 12,9 400 2.6 405 2.2 4 1.0 1.5. 4502

5286.315 0 0 10,7 23,8 1101 8,2 49 5,5 3,0 108 110 7000

5316.345 0 0 200 21,6 2612 1401 12,7, 7,8 4,8 -. 2,0 24 9304

5346.375 0 0 3,6 2600 28 2 21,3 15,5 609 10,2 405 440 12100'

¶376=405 0 0 1.0 14.4 28,1 2413 16,5 '1609 8$0 8,2 204 11907'

5406.435 0 0
.0 041 19,4 2605 164 154- 7,8 706 , 5.7 , 1104--

$436# 0 0 04 9,2 769 -14801' 10610 8367 5343 3104 1906 481a 0 Alli

Av,

0 8TOTAL 0 4,8 75.5 1300 1860 201'0:
181,3

. ,_
14401 '88,6 57,0 3609i 111205



STATE TOTAL
TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

AGE Is YEARS

a.aaa.*,..a.aa*aaaaao.aveaaaa0. *
a aam

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34 35.39 40.44 45.49

$0.165 0 0 2.0 106 1.0 0 0

1166.145
0 .6 1,0 1.0 0 0 3.0

$196.225 0 3,3 13,1 2,3 2,5 1.0 0

1226.255
0 1,7 2747 5,2 4,0 300 2.7

1256.285
0 19,9 15,9 7,6 4,6 5.0

1286415 0 0 18.1 ' 36,4 22.7 16.9 1714

1316.345
0 0 11.6 60,0 5704 3481 28.5

$346.375 0 0 11.6 81,9 9264 601 4369

016.405 0 0 3.0 63,3 4008 836 60.4

$406.435 ,0 0 1,0 48,9 81,7 04.0 7010

1436. 0 0 1,4 14.3 235,7 35600 385.4

TOTAL 0 5.6 110.6 '9009 596.3 64600 611.5

STATE TOTAL

WEEKLY SALARY

ELEM. CLASSROOM TEACHER

50.54 55.59 60.64

0 0 0

0 0 0

100 0 .2

245 14 _?

562 203 165

14.0 861 7.2

1963 1486 11.1

2661 22,7 1705

39.2 31.2 324

60.9
34,7 20,6

327.1 193,3 110.9

495,2 308,1 20301

614 707AL

1.2 5.0

0 54
.5 2369

4 49.7

209 65.1

7,7 143.6

74 247.3

1508 "LS
1614 4264

19.7 421E5

75,6 17604

14010 351564

0.00 00 b AGE TN YEARs
b 00 b 000.000000....

UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34 35.34 40.44 45.49 50.54 55.54 60.64 65# jOTAL

0.7 700 405 16.0 141.2

14.5 19.3 14,5 14.5 2234

165 4105 3008 3205 192503

65,1 82,0 68.1 5806 2793,1

98.0 96,0 84,1 58.1 4408.5

170.2 18107 16102 6903 20807

19205 21600 2545 8965 198106

110.3 152,2 14103 36.0 1188.4

1124 483 8602 5100 99001

67,0 50,0 53.0 16,0 53208

127.5 98$5 0500 3010 888.4

100218 1062.5. 480.4 '47204 15239o7

/0.165 0 1408 21.5 18,4 24.2 1407 10.5

$166.195 0 63.1 59.2 11,9 506 8W- 11.9

$146.225
0 574,5 92502 113,6 66.0 49,6 55.0

1226.255 0 49,9 1627.4 318,8 107.0 101.1 94.4

$256.285
.1.0 , 510 1080,1 514,4 17501- -161.5. 1354

!P. 1286.315
= =

$316.345

0

0

.5

1.0

351.2

71,5

545.1

44245

248.1

242,5

214'00

242.8

167.4

20508

1346475 0 0 12,0 24006 201.0 116,3 112.6

$376.405
.5 141.0 220.7 162.8 125.1

1406.435
0 51,9 115,3 106,6 6700

. $436. O
2,4 7,8 22,8 161,9 182,7 170.2

TOTAL

e

1.0 931.8 41 2,3 247607 1573.4 1420.4 115501

STATE TOTAL'

AGE IN YEARS

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34 35.39 40044 45.49

$0.165

$166.195

si96.225

0

0

0

32,0

140,3

843,0

45,9

134.5

13175

21.4

8 ,3

151.5

16,9

9.2

52.5

1707

16,8

26,9

740

8.4

21.9

$226.255 .8 348,1 2174.4 529,1 1404 5913 4606

1256.285 0 7.8 1355,5 914.5 250.5 9640 97,5

/286.315
0 3.2 439,8 928.3 338.6 144,3 1465

1316.345 0 5.4 136.2 721,3 504.6 3060 210,8

$346.375 0 8.4 43,1 416.9 402.9 312.9 243.8

$316.405 0 6,6 23,6 251.2 391.1 787.9 245.4

1406435
0 1,0 16.8 131.1 319,6 2224 142.6

$4360 0 9.8 40.7 128,4 581.0 727.8 , 604.1

TOTAL
1405.7 5728,0 4231,8 3011,9 2262.0 1824.4

510

50.14 55.59 60.64 65, 70TAL

31446
414 2,0

:8 61°0; 5
3.6 0 20

11,4 1,8 .4 918 244207

274 14.4 4,2 23,6 3348.6

62,1 29,7 14,5 29,0 2857,2

112.9 88,1 45,7 46.2 2331.5

162.6 148.2 75,7 41.4 23220

171,9 101,3 85,5 4740 1833.8

164,0 110,7 103.0 54,4 1430.0

142,0 88.5 43,0 35.7 119911

459,8 249.0 123,5 60.0 2990.2

13720 833,1 498,4



STATE TOTAL

WEEKLY SALARY

10.165

5166.145

5196.225

5226-255

$256.285

5286.315

$316.345

u46-375

5376-405

5406.435

5436.

TOTAL

STATE TOTAL

WEEKLY SALARY

$0.165

5166.145

5196.225

$226=255

$256-285

N 5286-115

$316=345

5346.375

5376.405

5406.435

5436.

TOTAL

12 STATE TOTAL

WEEKLY SALARY

10=165

5166-195

5196.22S

5226-255

5256.285

5286-315

5316.345

5346.375

5376.405

5406-435

5436'

TOTAL

UNDER 20

0

0

.2

1.0

0

0

0

0

0

0

OTHER INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

AGE IN YEARS . .. .. .

20.24 25.29 30.34 35.39

10.3 60.2 50.0 51.4

63.2 62.4 30.0 17.6

307,1 451.1 73.7 58.1

143,3 715.4 154.8 56.5

3.3 409.8 240.0 87.9

1.4 137.6 261.6 109.9

.2 38.1 200.9 127.9

.0 13.2 117.8 109.1

2.4 7.1 79.5 104.4

.5 1.3 39.2 91,4

4.0 12.4 37.4 185.1

40.44 45.49 50.54 55.59 6044

42.0 31.3 12,0 15,6 4,0

16.5. 7.5 8.0 8.1 3.0

59.0 32.9 27.0 5.3 7,1

63.0 30.7 32,7 13.2 13.7

71,1 62.3 39,9 31,7 26.3

74.8 70.2 58,4 40.1 49.4

106.3 88.5 8?.8 90,3 66.3

97.3 88.2 76.5 68,5 57,1

101.7 82.1 69.0 63.5 50.6

84.7 5467 51.6 29.7 25.5

267.8 247.7 194.5 123.3 84.6

1.2 536.4 1908.6 1284.9 999.8 985.1 746.0 657,3 489.8 392.8

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

. AGE IN YEARS ..... . ..

UNDER 20 20-24 25.29 30.34 35.39

0 59.6 134,6 90.9

0

0

1.0

2.0

0

0

0

0

0

0

273,6

1783.1

792.9

17.1

5.1

6.6

9.2

9.6

1.5

17.3

260.5

2781.2

4678.5

2947.8

953,0

258,3

69.3

31.2

19.1

62.4

68.6

355,6

1016.7

1695,4

1819.6

1394,7

788.9

477.7

236.8

189.3

93.6

33.4

180.6

320.9

530.5

717,6

903.1

734.1

731,7

534,4

940.0

40.44

76,0

36.5

142.8

238.3

350.2

502.6

684.3

606.0

567,9

419.5

1187.7

-

65. TOTAL

16.7 2936

11,8 227,9

912 1030,5

15,0 1239+3

36,7 10090

42,1 846,1

31,7 846.0

28.7 657,2

31.7 592.7

20.6 399.2

87.4 1249.2

339.6 8391,6

45.49

44.8

2962

11208

17867

30600

40060

53861

464+6

473.2

32103

10360

5044 5559 60.64 65+ TOTAL

27.1 24.6 10.3 41,9 608,4

27.1 27.9 20.5 29.5 807.1

77,4 52,2 40.3 59,5 558544

131.0 113.1 86.8 100,7 7650.5

207,4 163,4 126.0 127.9 6475,7

354,\. 326.5 260.3 159,2 5498,3

458,9 492.0 412.0 191,0 533961

3760 336,9 291.0 116,1 3792.9

361.5 287,0 250.3 140,6 3330.8

267,1 170,8 124,4 73.3 2170.3

788.3 481.2 306.2 188.4 519718

3.0 2975.7 12196.0 8136.2 5719.8 4812.1 391066 3076.7 2475.5 1930,1 1228,6 46464.4

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

AGEIN YEARS .........= . . =. ............... .. . . . .

UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34 35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54 55.59 60.64 654 TOTAL

0 59.6 136,0 92.5 94.6 1600 494 2711 24.6 10.3 43.1 61402

0 274.2 26105 69,6 13,4 36.5 324 27,1 27,9 20.5 29,5 812,7

0 1786.4 279403 35719 183.1 143.8 11268 78,4 52.2 40.5 604 56090

1.0 794,6 470612 101,9 324,9 241,3 18100 133,5 116.2 87.5 101.2 770717

2.0 17.1 2967,8 1711,4 538.1 35418 311.0 212.6 165.7 12905 13017 65401A

0 5.1 971,1 185600 740,4 51905 41204 168,4 334,6 267,5 166,9 564119

0 6.6 26904 1454.7 46015 720.4 5666 478.2 50615 424,1 198.8 5586.4

0 9,2 80,9 870,8 820 66601 508.5 402,4 359,6 308.4 132,5 416504

0 9.6 34.3 541,0 82205 65104 533.7 400,7 318,2 282,8 151.0 3751.2

0 1,5 2001 287,7 616,0 5034 391.4 326.0 205.5 14540 9300 259114

0 17,3 63.8 263.6 1175.7 154465 1422.3 1115,4 674,5 417,1 264,0 695813

3.0 2981.3 12306.6 052710 631601 545801 452201 3571,9 2783.6 2133.4 137617 4997905

513



STATE TOTAL
SUPERINTENDENT

AGE IN yEARS

wEEKLY SALARY 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59

10-165 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5166.195 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 000
1106-225 0 0 0 0 0 O. 0 0 0 0

5226q55 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5256.285 0 0 0 0 1,0 0 0 0 .8 0

5286-415 0 0 01.01,0 0 11,7 0 0

1316=345 0 0 5 0 3.0 1.0 0 1.0 1,0 1.0

S346.375 2.5 1.0 14 2.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0 3,0 0

5276-405 2.0 1.0 0 0 10 3.5 4.0 5.0 1,5 200

5406435 4.0 4.0 2.0 1.0 .8 6.5 1.9 2.0 1.0 0

1436. 1.0 13.0 12.4 11.0 6.0 8.0 1.0 5.0 4.0 7.0

TOTAL 15,5 19.0 15,9 15.0 15.8 21.0 13,9 140 11.3 1000

STATE TOTAL
ASST. SUPERINTENDENT

AGE IN TEARS
w

WEEKLY SALARY 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 51 58 59

50P165 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5166=195 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5196425 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1226-255 0 0 0 0 0 0

S256485 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1286-31$ 0 0 1,0 0 0
0

5316.345 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5346-375 .5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

$376.405 0 1.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5406-435 0 1.0 1.0 0 1,5 0 0 0 0

5436. 16,0 2.0 9,0 24 4.5 140 24 2,0 5.5 4.0

TOTAL 164 4.0 11.0 2.0 6.0 140 2.0 2.0 5.5 4.0

STATE TOTAL
KINDERGARTEN

68 61 62 63 64 05 TOTAL

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 000 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 5 .5

0 0 0 0 0 0 1,8

0 0 0 0 0 0 3.7

0 0 0 0 1,0 0 8.5

0 3.0 0 2,0 0 0 20.5

119 2,0 600 501 1.0 3.0 38.9

3.0 0 1,0 0 1,0 2.0 30.2

5.0 3.0 1.0 4,0 3.0 CO 100,4

9.9 8.0 8 0 11,0 id 0.5 204.5

pw.m*womewm0 oppilleffip.0110004m*********0609.#60

60 61 62 63 64 65 ToTAL

0 0 0 0 i 0 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

o 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 1,0

0 0 1 0 0 I 0

Q 0 0 0 0 0 .5

.5 45 1.0 0 0 0 3,0

0 1.0 0 0 0 0 44

240 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 61,4

2,5 5.5 3.0 2.0 2,0 1.0 10,0

.............
AGE IN YEARS ........, .............

.....*...,...., ...........................................,...s

58 59 60 61 62 63 64 85 TOTAL

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 3,0

0 0 1.0 0 0 0 0 0 2,5

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 3.0 11.0

0 1.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 9.5

2.0 1.0 0 0 0 3.0 0 0 16,5

4,0 6.0 60 0 1.0 1.0 1,0

1:: 3546:00

4.0 5.0 315 5.0 680 34 I 4

2.0 24 0 24 2.0 2.0 1 0 Id 40.5

0 0 1,0 0 I.0 0 1,0 2100 4132:10
360 2.0 0 485 4,0 2.0

3,0 1.0 14 IRO 3.0 3,0 0 0 25.0

WEEKLY SALARY 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57

10-165 0 0 0 0 2.0 0 0 0

5166.195 0 1.0 0 0 0 .5 0 0

5196-225 1.0 1.0 0 .5 0 0 2.5 14

5226455 .5 1,0 4.0 0 .5 0 1.0 110

5256405 1.0 0 2.0 2.5 2.0 1.0 1.5 .5

5206-315 2.0 4.0 410 1,0 2.0 0 210 4.0

1316-345 3.0 6.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 4.0 2,0 2.5

5346-375
4.0 3.0 2,5 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 5.0

5316A05 4.0 0 4,0 5.0 3.0 4.0 4,5 1.0

1406-435 2,0 2.0 0 0 2.6 1.0 1,5 0

1436. 1.0 2.0 2.5 0 1.0 2.4 2.5 2.0

TOTAL 104 20.0 22.0 16.0 16.1 15.5 204 17,0

514

18.0 lbs 7,5 22,5 Ito 15.0 5.0 11.0 253 I



STATE TOTAL

WEEKLY SALARY

SO-165

1166-105

1196-225

$226-255

$256-285

5286315

$316-345

5346.375

1376-405

$406-435

54064

TOTAL

STATE TOTAL

wEEKLY SALARY

10-165

1166-195

5196-225

1226-255

5256-265

4. 1286-315

5316-345

5346-375

5376-405

3406.435

5436.

TOTAL

; (FATE ToTAL

WEEKLY SALARY

10.165

$166-195

S196-225

5226.255

1256-285

1206-315

1316-345

$346-375

5376.405

S406-435

s436+

TOTAL

50

0

0

0

0

1.0

1.2

1.5

0

S.0

3.0

12.0

23.7

---------

50

0

0

0

0

0

0

03

1,8

1,0

4.0

26,0

33.0

56

0

0

0

0

2.

1.2

4.8

400

'J4,2

ELEM. PRINCI9AL5 4551,

AGE IN YEARS

51 52 53 $4 55 56 57

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 100 0 0

0 0 100 0 0 0

0 7 107 03 CI 1,0 IS

0 1.5 0 1.0 i7 2,0 i8

2.0 1.0 0 1.0 0 1,0 1,5

1.2 1.0 0 02 .5 1,0 1.0

0 205 3.0 05 1.0 0

18,0 13,9 13,4 11,0 1300 10,0 1.0

21.2 2006 1960 1560 16.7 MO 1049

SEC. PRINCIPALS ASST.

- - - - AGE IN YEARS ----
... - ............. ---

51 52 53 54 55 56 57

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 2

0 0 0 0 U 0 0

1.0 0 0 0 0 100

3.0 0 0 *5 0 0

0 1.0 2.4 0 1.0 1,0 0

1.0 3.0 0 409 0 2,9 08

2.0 3.0 8,0 la 140 0 4,0

17,5 1607 1400 15.0 18.0 7,0 6.0

24,5 2501 24,4 2 20.5 10,9 1200

OTHER AOmINI5TRATION

AGE IN YEARS - T _

SI 52 53 54 55 56 57

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1.0 0 0 0 0

0 0 05 100 160 0 0

i2 0 0 0 0 0 0

1,3 2.0 0 1,0 1.0 1.5 .3

1,2 0 3#6 3,0 1,6 0 02

1,1 2,0 1.6 1.0 3,2 1,0 3,0

6,0 3.8 1.3 1,0 3.8 67 0

4,0 5,0 348 1,7 .7 300 0

25.6 9,2 BOB 1902 7,4 13,8 1462

3904 2200 2006 27.9 10,6 19,9 17.8

Se 59

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 1.0

$ 0

0 08

0 0

1.0 0

1.0 100

8,5 90

11.0 11.8

..... .. . . . . . ..

58 59

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

64 0

0 1.0

1,0 140

0 0

1.0 400

5.0 11,0

7.4 17,0

58 59

0 0

0 O.

0 0

0 0

0 05

00 .2

0 3.0

1.0 2.0

14 3.2

205 106

8.9 819

12.9 19.4

60

0

0

42

0

45

a
3,0

0

0

1.0

600

11.3

.. .. .......

60

0

0

0

*2

0

8

0

1,0

0

0

2.0

4,0

60

D

0

0

0

1.0

04

.4

0

212

4.6

9.4

17.4

61

0

0

0

0

0

1,7

1.7

307

2.0

.5

3,0

1205

. .

61

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2.3

100

1.0

700

11.3

61

0

0

0

0

0

1 4

1.0

1.7

403

200

406

1500

62

0

0

0

0

160

.7

0

0

1.0

6.0

607

.. . . .. .

62

0

0

0

0

0

0

68

0

2.0

0

60

040

62

0

0

0

0

0

0

.3

0

.7

1.0

8#2

1002

63

0

0

.7

.5

0

0

1.0

8.0

1007

... . .......

63

0

0

0

0

0

0

.9

0

0

0

5.0

5.9

63

0

0

0

0

0

0

,1

1,0

1.0

0

407

6.8

64

0

Q

0

68

1.5

1,0

105

2,5

4.0

1101

64

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4,0

4.0

64

0

0

0

0

0

0

02

1,8

0

0

500

7,0

65

0

0

45

0

.5

0

1,0

1.0

3,0

5 0

11,0

65

12

0

0

,7

0

0

3.0

3.9

65

0

0

0

0

0

0

1.0

0

0

0

24

300

P

TOTAL

0

0

47

1,5

305

1004

15,7

12,2

15.4

23,5

147.8

231,2

0WpW

TOTAL

0

0

.4

0

4.6

702

12.5

16,5

29,0

16601

23646

TOTAL

0

0

1.0

2.5

3.7

10,4

1506

2105

3301

34.0

179.9

842,7



STATE TOTAL .

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

AGE IN YEARS

.'WEEKLY SALARY 50 51 '52 53 54

504165 0 0 0 0 0

- S166..195 0 0 0 0 0

5196.225 , o o 0 IA 0

5226..255 o 0 0 .5 2.0

5256.205 3.0 a 0 1.0 1.0

$286=315 2.4 2.3 4,4 2.7 2.3

S316.045 1.8 4,2 2.8 3.6 7.0

, $346475 64 4.1 54 6.0 580

5376.405 12.8 10.2 7.8 1.3 7.1

.$406435 15.0 11.0 136 15:8 5.5

$436* 82.0 7601 61.2 49.1 580

TOTAL 122.9 108.0 94.6 81.1 884

STATE TOTAL

WEEKLY SALARY
S06.165

5166=195
$196225
$R26255
$25W8S

...N $286.315

S31W45
5346.375
5376.405

5406435
$436*

"*'w"'I'*"
50 51

1,0' 3,5

2.0 1,0

7.5 5.5

11,1 1360

18.0 19,0

30,3 31.0

42.0 30.5

18.0 22.0'

19.0 19.5

10,0 16,0

30.0 37.0

TOTAL 188.9 198.0

STATE TOTAL

.-.WEEKLY SALARY 50 51

50165 2.0 1.4

1166..195 1.0 0

5196=225 1.0 64

5226=255 6.0 343

5256q85 12.6 17,6

8286315 2866 20,e

5316w345 32.4 40,5

5346375 41.0 41.8

5376*405 3961 43.7

5406435 3260 33.0

$4366 110,1 107,4

TOTAL 3059 309.9

55 SO 57. 58 59 60.

0 0 0 0 .0

o 0 0 o

a 0 0 0. 2

1.0 0 '42 0 *2

0 0 0 .8 16 1,5

1.0 205 3.5 .9 .2 1.9

3.7 2,0 24 1,00 5.8. 3.4

6.2 4,0 4.5 560 300 1.0

7.8 8,5 648 --2.9 562 4.5

10.7 5,9 600 S05 666 8.6

4784 39,8 34.3 31.9 39.9 24.4

7748 52,7 57.3 4861 62.2 45.7

ELEM. CLASSROOM TEACHER

AGE IN YEARS
OOO .00000

52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60

a 1,0 3,0 1.5 2,0 0 .5 3.0 0

3,5 3.5 4.5 4.5 2,5 4,0 '6.0 2.3 2,5

4,0 805 1100 9,0 14,5 4,0 040 6,0 6,8

15,5 16.5 9.0 12.0 14,0 13.5 224 2010. 13.0

19,0 20.0 224 1940 12,0 19,5 25,0 20.5 15.5

36,3 29.3 43.2 25.9 27,3 47,5 37.0 44.0 41,3

39.0 37.0 4400 4803 _50,5 46,0 49.0 4212 51.5

17,0 26.0 27.3 27,5 37,5 36.0 25.2 26.0 46.0

20,0 20.0 34.0 18.3 23.0 17.0 19.0 21.0 16.7

14.0 12.0 15.0 10.0 10,0 11,0 7.0 12.0 15,0

18,7 20.3 21.5 19.5 14.0 19.0 23.0 23.0 22,0

187,2 194.2 234.5 195.5 207,3 217.5 22242 220.0 23003

SECONDARY CLASSROOM TEACHER

AGE

3 d

0

0

34
2.7

10,1
9.8

4.5-.

21.6 23

5204 ,,

61

0

5,0 -

6.

10.8
19.6

33.5

57,6 6
17.3

240
12,5

18,0

201.1. 21
,*

IN yEARs O 00...f0000w0M*0000 . 0 ..00000000000.000000*000000.0000

52 53 54

1,0

0 2.0

2.6 4.0'

7.2 6,1

17.2 7,8

21.5 21*9

254 2846

2705 25.1

28.5, 30.6

23.4 27.2

77.1 79.6

.6

3.4

4.6

6.8

20.1
36.0

36.5

224
26.4
8506

231,1 233.0 242.1

55 56 57

0 0 1.0

0 0

0 .6

660 2.6 1.8

1060 7.0 505

19.7 19.6 184
27.2 29,9 3566

25,9 160 21.0

28.9 19,8 21.2

26.5 12.9 1760

66.1 5400 4562

58 59 60

1.0 0 82

0

1.0 3 0

24 1.9 1.3

442 3.0 6*8

11.3 1806 12,9

30.1 25.4 22.0

18,6 17.0 28.0

13.1 27.7 306
16.0 1602 6.4

43.2 4064 37.4

61

0

0

1.0
2.2
0.6

15#6
10.0
24.5
11.6
37.5

2100 164.5 1674 140.5 15006 14504 119,0

,



t.,

STATE.TOTAL OTHER INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

AGE IN YEARS - ..-.0-,-
m*Porimm - ---- w mm ......g.PPOINe*miew0OpeiP.006000009010..

WEEKLY SALARY 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62

50165 1,5 2.0 3.5 380 2.0 3.0 3,6 300 3.0 3.0 0 100 200

5166195 3.0 1.0 1,0 1.0 2.0 , 2.0 2.0 1,0. .4 2.7 100 100 0

5196225 8.0 6.6 5.0 3.4 4.0 1,0 0 2.0 65 110

5226-255 4.0 12,8 8,5 6.4 1.0 4.0 0 3.0 240 4.2 306 3.2 3.0

5256-285 10,0 9.2 5.2 3.3 12.2 9.0 7,0 2.7 6.0 7.0 4.2 7.8 3.2

5286.315 13.8 13.5 13.5 9.1 8.5 9.8 10.6 612 7.9 6.2 908 7,8 14.0

5316-345 17.2 13.9 13.3 25.8 17.6 22.1 19.7 15.4 13.9 18.6 12.6 1507 1618

5346=375 22.1 12.2 12.7 13.4 16.2 14.0 15,8 13.0 15,7 10.0 16.9 11.0 12+0

5376.405 16.1 11.6 10.8 16.5 14.0 918 13.7 1610 1260 12.1 1113 13.2 5.0

5406-435 13.0 14.0 11.1 5.4 8.1 9e8 5,2 2.0 5,5 7.2 7,2 4.3 500

5436. 34,2 33.4 50.1 37.5 39,2 27.7 23.2 30.1 24.5 17.7 18.06 2009 17,2

TOTAL 143.0 130,1 134,7 124.7 124,8 112.8 100,7 92.4 92.5 9164 87.2 87,5 79,1

5TATE40TAL TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF
. "

AGE IN YEARS mm w

WEEKdSALARY 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 50 59 60 61 62

50-165 4.5 6.9 4,7 4.0 7.0 4.5 5.6 4.0 4.5 6.0 .2 1.0 3,5

5166-195 6.0 3,0 4,5 6.5 7.1 7.0 4,5 5.0 6.4 5.0 4.5 .6.0 4.0

5196-225 17,5 13.5 11,6 16.4 18.4 10.0 17.0 5.6 10.6 9.0 8.8 7.5 6.0

5226-255 21.6 30,0 35,2 2960 15.1 22.0 17,6 19.3 26.5., 27.6 17,8 1560 17.0

5256-285 41.6 45.8 43,5 33.5 43.0 39.0 27.5 28.2 37,2 3105 26.5 29,0 26,4

5286.315 748 69,2 75,3 6163 73,8 55.4 59.5 76.5 60.2 74,8 65.1 49,9 52,9

5316.345 94.7 90.9 80.3 94,4 98,6 102.3 102.0 99,5 97.0 91.2 8916 93,3 96,6

s346-375 85,0 79,0 59,7 68.5 B4.I 70.4 75.0 75.0 61,5 55.0 91.0 48.3 57.0

17/' 5376-405 78.2 74,0 63,4 72.1 73.0 61,0 61.0 55.2 47,1 62,8 58,5 64.2 43,8

5406-435 57.0 65.0 48.5 44,6 52.1 47,3 29,6 30.0 28.5 35,4 29,4 20,5 29,0

5436. 175,4 179,7 148.4 137.5 147.4 115,2 93.7 96.4 93.7 82.2 79.0 77,4 57.5

TOTAL 656,3 657,9 575.0 567.9 619.6 534.1 493,0 494.7 473.1 480.5 470.4..420.1 393,9

STATE TOTAL TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF0

- AGE IN YEARS

WEEKLY SALARY 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62

50-165 4,5 6,9 4,7 4.0 7,0 -4.5 5.6 4.0 4.5 6.0 .2

5166-195 660 3,0 4.5 .665 7.1 7.0 4,5 5.0 6.4 500 4,5 600 4.0

5196=225 17.5 13,5 11.6 17.4 18.4 10.0 17.0 5.6 1006 9.0 9.0 7.5 6.0

5226-255 2166 30,0 35,2 29.5 1711 23.0 17.6 19.5 26.5 27.6 1810 1510 17.0

5256-285 4466 46.0 43,5 34.5 44.0 39.0 27.5 28.2 38.0 331 28.0 29.0 26,5

$206-315 77.1 71.5 79,6 64,0 76,1 56.4 62.0 80.0 61.1 75.0 67.0 53.0 540

5316-345 96.4 95,0 83,0 98,0 10566 106.0 104.0 101.5 98.0 97.0 93.0 96,0 9804

046-375 9160 8301 64,7 7465 89.1 76.5 79,0 79.5 66.5 58.0 92.0 59,0 57.0

5376-405 91.0 85,0 71.2 73.5, 80.0 08.8 69.6 62.0 50.0 68.0 63.0 74.0 13.5

5406-435 7200 76,0 62.0 60.4 57.6 58.0 35,5 36.0 34.0 42.0 38.0 334 3200

5436, 25164 255,8 209,6 186.6 206.1 162.6 133.5 130,6 125.6 122.1 103.4 99,0 80,7

TOTAL 779.2 765.9 6694 649.0 708.2 611.9 555,7 552.0 521.1 542.8 516,1 472,5 432,6

63 64 65 TOTAL

100 0 0 3118

0 1.0 1.0 20,1

2.0 .6 0 39,4

1,0 3.0, 0 59,6

6,0 5+2 1.9 9917

10.4 7.3 510 153.4

13e2 84 114 2550

13.0 4.2 710 20912

9.5 11.5 300 166,2

6,0 3.0 , 116 108,4

1800 15.0 .9 -- -416,4

"80,2 58,8 40,0 1579,9

m us m ao.*Nomm

63 64 65 TOUL

3.6 2+0 14 63.0

2.0 4,0 2,5 78,0

11.4 6,6 12,0 181.9

2310 14,0 18,0 348.9

24,1 22,0 21,0 519,8

55.3 37,1 24,4 965,6

74,5 58,0 55,1 1418,0

53.0 41,6 29.0 1033,2

39,3 44,5 31,0 929,9

21,0 16,5 14.0 576,4

52,5 39,8 27,0 1602,7

359,7 286.0 235.0 7717.3

63 64 65 707AL

316 2+0 1.2 63.2

2.0 4.0 2.5 78,0

11,4 6,6 124 18306

2305 1460 1805 35317

24,1 2210 2100 528.9

56,0 3706 25,6 996,2

7600 60,7 56.1 1464.9

56,0 44,4 3040 110004

45,3 47,0 35,0 1036,8

22.0 20.0 19.0 697.5

76,2 57,0 42,024910



ENROLL CHANGE 1

.WEEKLY SALARY

10.165

1166.195

3196.225

1226=255

1256.285

1286.315

1316=345

1346.315

$376=405

1406.435

.34364

TOTAL

TOTAL ADMINIST ATION

AGE IN YEARS .0. e
... . ... .

UNDER 20 20.24 2549 30.34 35.39 40.44

0

ENROLL CHANGE 1

WEEKLY SAtARY

,A0.165

$166.195

3/96-225

. 5226455

1256485

$286.315

' 1316.345

$346.375

5376.405

1406.435 -

1436#

TOTAL

o

0

0 0

0 0

13,5 79,0 129.3 9468

0 06 0 0

0 0 0 0

1.0 Id 1/0

4,0 1,0 1.0 0

1.0 2.4 140 240

1.2. 3,4 6.0

14 9.1 11k
410 15.1 18.5 8.8

0 14.8 20.7 1061

101f 23,6 1311'

240. 4641 54 9

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL iTAFF

4549 '50.54 55.59 60064 654-* TOTAL A

0 0 0

1.0 0 0 0 0 1.0

L. 0 0 0 0 3/0

1.1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 440 7/4

0 2.2 .3 140 .5 164

2/5 1a 1 0 45 1.0 32/4

JO . 447 0,
6061'

1012 545 348 7172i4

8.0 13.1 4/6 2/0 4.7 7411

1804 .394 ,17,40 1067 9.:0 Mot,

8913. 6680 2648 2 0 8

71

. . . . AGE IN YEARS

....... ...... ........

UNDER 20 2044

0 16,1

0 36,5

0 460.4

1.0 19215

2.0 5.6

0 0

0 1,2

0 0

0 2.8

0 0

a 2.3

ENROLL CHANGE I

340 717,3

25= 0.?4, 35.39 40.44 45.49 1044 5559 60.64 65#

22,T 23;0 18.0 124 6.0 20 245 46 6.3

30,6 7.3 ,

2.3 3.6 5/0 541 510

90913 108.9 61.2 39.5 1900 16.6 7.5 6.0 14.5

1101.3 273.0 75.9 4345 3319 8 0 14.0 14.0 20.9

56014 360,7 103.9 57.1 39.5 27.0 2040 17,5 . 25.4

126.9 369,1 145.0 98,9 5310 5568 34,7 3540 2341

49.1 213.4W 138.1 56.2
57.0 48.0 19.0

7,6 118.7 11911 '4;8 90,5 5816- 4540 3760 19.3

5.2 114.3 7113 58.4 38.0 37,2 3616 14,0

'3.7

,50.8

17,2 80.0, 71.9 4410 38,9 1944 1240 7.3

.2 16.1 9760 101.6 54.6 60,2 26.0 19.9 18.3

086,7 1558-2 957.4 654.9 44717 3820 260.3 23117 173.2

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

AGE IN YEARS

WEEKLY SALARY

10.165

1166.195

$196.225

1226455

3256.205

3286-315

---4316.345

3346.375

1376=40S

1406.43S

14364

TOTAL

0 36,5

k, 460.4

160 193,7

2.0 5.6

0 0

0 1.2

0 0

UNDER 20 2044 25=29

16.1 22.7

30,6

910,3

. 1165.3

561.4

12n1

51.6

11.6

2.8 502

0 3.?

0 2.3 9.6

3,0 71875 29O0,1.

......... .......................:.....
.............

40......... .. ...

30.34 35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54 55.59 60.64 65.

23.6 18.0 12.0 6.0 2.0 2.5' 6

7,3 4.8 110 3.3 3,6 5.14 5,0

109,9 .62.2 3945- 1940 16,6 715 ' 6.0

274,0 , 76.9 43,5 35.5 28.0 14,0 14,0

363.1 104.9 5911 39.5 2700 20.0 1745

372,5 .151.0 100.6 53.0 5800 35.0 36.0

222,5 149,7 9110 7900 57:4 58.0 48.5

1346 13706 7705 ,
67.5 61,3 45,0 39.0

65,6- 135.0 0400. 6806 4345 , 41,0 443

27.2 103.6 850 5200 52.0 , 24.0 1460

31.1 143.1 .456.5 11305 9925 43.0 r 30.6

1631.3 1086.8 749.0 53700, 448,9 295.0 252.5 1914

6.3
540

144
20.9
26,4

2346

20.0

19,3

16.0

1260

27.3

TOTAL

10962

101/2

1842A

1857.9

121941

941,6

746.4

53217

430.6

294.3

405.4

8281.4

TOUL, '

1090
102.2°

16454g

18661R

122645

457.4

778.9

593.4

502.9

373.15

66207
.

8820.4



ENROLL CHANGE 2 TOTAL ADMIN15UATION

WEEKLY SALARY

'' '' *....... AGE IN YEARS .................

UNDER 20 2 .24 25.29.:_304_._

in7=-$0.165 0 0 110 0

5166-195 0 0 0 0

$196-225 0 I A 1.0

5226.255 0 0 2,0 0

$256.205 0

0 0 1,5 5,5"$286-315

5316.345 0 0 1,0 4,0

5346-375 0 0 1500

$376.405 0 0 6.5

5406435 0 00
0 4,0

5436. 0 0 64

'TOTAL 8,3 42,5

ENROLL HAKE 2

' ''

35.39, 40.44, 45.49 50.54 55.59 60.64

.. . . . . pp .. pmmaaaaaagalaa .. . PPWW . PaPPOOPPOPOPPPPPPPPP.O.

0 0 0 0 , 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

1,0

0

StO

2.2

545

9.0

5.0

21.4

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1.0 0

0 100

,144

304

3,0

,1702

960

3212

1 0 49 1,5

3.0 140 . 05

140' 3.0- 200

500 .5,0

900 400 610

28.2 2400, 14,6

4c19 67,0 53,2 3917 21 3

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STA7

.-.WEEKLY SALARY

50=16$

$196.225

5226.255

5256-285'

5286-315'

5314.345

534475

Cu 5376-405

5406.435.

1436.

TOTAL

AGE IN YEARS

d .333,3, 1299.1 868.8.

UNDER 20 20-24 25,29 10= 4

0 2.0 s 1012 814

0 2916 20.8 5,1

0 18646 214,5 3904

0 106.2 '423,7 '1400

.2,0 3513. 173,1

104 41496 180,1

0 6 3216 14185

0 1,8 15.8 0101_

0 .3 5.1 6741

.0 0 142 41.0

0 2,8 9.0 34.4

ENROLL CHANGE 2

WEEKLY SALARY

50.165

5166-195

$196.225

5226.255

5256-285

5286.315

5316.345

5346415't

5316.405

1406.435

5436.

IOTAL

.........- _

65. TOTAL

0 1.0

0

3.60 3.0

1,0 0 6.1

85 67 1010

240 0 1741

140 1.0 39.2

4.0 0 4/05

40 0 --, 38.0

8,0 5,0 139.4

715 607 '11209

,4

-@- :7 -

35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54 55.59 6044 65# TOTAL

4.4 500 .1 0 0 305

304 306 .4 1,0 1.0 500 3,0 7305

2306 1544 7,8 740 3.0 3.1 610 16605

32,6 21.8 1004 1240 10,0: 765 13.2 73907

6002 3305. 31,1 1206 12.2 9.0 400 695.1

696 51.2 46.0 3306 3101 2705 1307 604.2

10409 .85.0. 4503 60.0 41.5 38.0 2200 591,5

6445 5802 4800 2000 23,2 19,6 5,0

63,0 5140_ 4510 '3202 26,0 1310 7.0 3114

39.0 2202. 1404 440 1140 640 740 14507

100.4 7802 56.1 37.0 1500 500 042 34704

565,5 431.9 309.2 22901 19309 13301

, TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

' = AGE IN YEARS

UNDER 20 20.24 . 15.29 30.34

0 2,0 11.2 8,4

,!.9,o6 2018 .501

0 481,4- 275,3 40,4

0 10602 42507 9600

24 359,3 173,6.

104' 151.1Y 100.2

0 16 3306 14505

0 108 15.8 96.1

0' 5.1 74.2

0 0 1.2 45,0 ,

0 208 400 40.4

35-34 40.44

4.4 5.0

4 3.6

24.6 15.4

326 21.8

61,0 33.5

74.5 52.6

107.1 88.4

10.0 62.0

72.0 69.0

44.0 31.2

12148 110.4

9265 4451,8

45.49 5044 55.59 ,60.64 65. TOTAL

4.0 .2
3867

44 140 140 5.0 3.0 7305

74 7.0 3.0 600

10.4 12,6 11.0 75 1342" 742.7

3111 13.6 1300 10.0 4.0 701.2

47.0 345 __32.6 26.0 14,3 42202

. 48.3 6100 _ 62,0 4000 22.0 60806

5510 31.0 26:0 2016 6.0 38404

50.0 3810 26,0 17,0 7.0 35001

-2304 000 17,0 740 740' 1834

84.9 668 29.6 -1300 13.2 44860A

0 33411 130800 911.3 615,4 498,9_ J62.4 26848 221,2 1514 994 47704 '

-



ENROLL CHANGE 3 TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

............. AGE IN yEAR$ NOP*0.16ONEPaPP0 m
0000 o4.0imwilm@dW*000~1,40.#6000604*OmbifiNSOPOOOMOMOOOMMOOPOW0010.00.0

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20.24 6.29 30.34 35.39

$0.165 0 0 0 Q 0

6166.145 0 0
0 0 0

1196.125 Q 1 2 3.6 0 45

$226.255 0 .5 619 Id 2.0

$256,185 0 0 3.1 5,1 3.8

$286.315 0 0 3.8 8.0 6.3

$316.345 0 0 2.0 25.3 20.8

$346.375 0 0 4,0 17,4 2617

$376.405 0 0 .0 18.0 29.2

$406.435 0 0 0 ILO 2902

$4360 0 0 1,0 22,9 51,1

TOTAL O Id 24,5 114,9 170,4

ENROLL CHANGE 3
TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

Olow_ AGE IN yEARs .......,..........
.....

WEEKLY SALARY UNOER 20 20.24 6.29 30.34 35.39

$0-165 0 19,7 49,1 21,1 32.4

$166-195 0 108.1 9711 28.1 13o2

$196-225 0 548.3 816.5 85,8 45,0

5226.255 0 276.4 1365.5 318,9 100.4

$56.185
0 4,1 881,6 496,8 188.9

086.315 0 2.0 291,5 510.1 220.5

$316.345 0 2.7 7116 423,4 311.7

$346475 369 1942 216,6 243.9

5316.405 0 2.1 8 0 105,2 179.3

5406.435 o
6 6,3 53,9 127.5

$436. 0 7.5 19.6 59,6 213,3

TOTAL 0 976,5 3626.0 232516 1682.2

ENROLL CHANGE 3
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

40.44

0

0

1.0

1,0

0

5.2

16.2

19,1

21.1

280
82,1

174.5

45.49 50.54 55.59 60.64 65. TOTAL':

0 0 0 0 0

0 4 0 0 0 ,0

0 1,0 0
0 7.4

1 0 45 0 0 .5 14.6

3.8 ea 45 0 0 18.5

405 4.7 1.5 2.6 345 40.2

104 718 6.1 5.1
5,3 99.3

12.8 7.4 7,0 7.5 7.6 109.7

19.1 1210 1007 8,4 62 124.9

26.5 19,8' 12.3 5,5 1200 15141

81.4 75.2 43,4 2442 2346 411.4

165.9 131.6 8147 53.3
58.7 977,1

.. ..... A ....
.WW4140=6ftmemOPMftwww000ffiwO .... * .aiwORMAIIMWOOOUw, .

40.44

18.8'

19.4

17,4

75,6

109.0

148.6

131,6

233.7

178.6

QM
275.7

1415.7

45.49 50.54 55.59 60.64 65. 70TAL

, 17.5 7.5 015 3,0 11,6- 1954

8.3 10.0 9.4 715 16.0 317.1

166 15.4 20,6 19,0 19,7 1651,3

a1.0 41.1 34,6 30.0 32,1 2335,7

103.9 85,3 70,5 46,5 44,0 2031.1

137,6 12788 114,1 95,0 55.9 17134

205.9 115.9 179,3 162,1 72,9 2443,2

159.6 127.6 12810 104,5 41.6 11186

153.9 119.3 88,2 80.5 47.8 963.6

68.4 60.1 31.7 13.5 PO 48392

2070 . 108.0 73.8 50,8 24.7 10404

1166.7 008,0 168.7 622,4 38013 13852.9

.. .. AGE /N YEARS .. . .. oliefiummaMso46...0.0.*0 ....
... *MOO . ... 0§..........wworowlEmo4.001MOUNPPmuMpv.

WEEKLY SALARY UNOER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34 35.39

$0.165 0 19,7 4911 21.1 32.4

$166=195 0 108,1 91,1 18,1 13.2

$196.225 0 549,5 820.1 85,8 45,5

$226.255 0 276,9 1312,4 310,1 102,4

$256.285 0 4.7 884,7 501.9 192.7

$286.315 0 2,0 295.3 518,2 226.9

$316.345 0 2.7 73,6 440,1 338.5

1346.315
0 3,9 23,2 234,1 210,6

$376.405 0 2.1 8.1 123.2 20805

5406.435
o5 6,3 70,9 1567

5436. o 7,5 10.6 026 265.0

TOTAL
978.2 3650.5 1440,5 1852.6

40.44 45.49 50.54

1818 11.5 7,5

19.4 8.3 ILO

18,4 4316 26.4

76,7 62.0 42.6

109.0 107,7 87.5

1534 142.1 131.4

247.8 216,6 183.6

25189 112.4 135.0

199.1 113.0 131,3

126.0 95.0 80,0

351.7 294.3 183.9

1590.2 133256 1010.4

55.59 60.64 65. TOTAL

8.5 30 11,6 19502

9,4 7.5 16.0 317.1

20.6 19.0 19.7 1658.1

34,6 30,0 31,6 23500

71,0 46,5 444 1049,7

16.6 97,6 59,4 1753.3

185.5 167.1 78.2 1942.5

13560 112.0 49.2 13880

98.9 49,6 54,0 10446

44.0 29.0 26,0 634.3

117.2 75.0 48.3 1452.1

050,4 675.7 439.0 1483040



,

ENROLL CHANGE 4 TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20

AGE IN YEARS ..=

20-24 25-29 30.34 35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54

-$0.165 0 0 0 110 0 0 0 0

5166.195 0 0 1.0 0 0 0 1.0 0

$196.225 0 514 13 0 0 .0 0

$226=255 0 . 0 9.6 3.0 1.0 2,0 0 1.0

$256.285 0 0 6.5 2.0 0 206 0 1.0

1286=315 0 0 7.5 11.0 107 3.0 540 3.3

$316.345 0 0 2.0 10,9 74 403 4.4 4.8

5346=375 0 0 2.6 18.0 2161 15,5 7.3 300

S376.405 0 0 3.0 1802 1704 184 14.3 7,8

$406435 0 0 1.0 13.8 1680 19.5 16.0 15.9

$436+ 0 0 0 11.2 47,8 108.9 96.3 85.1

TOTAL 0 12 3816 90.4 112.6 173.9 14412 121.8

ENROLL CHANGE 4 TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL.STAFF

.. ======= AGE IN YEARS

: WEEKLY SALARY .UNDER 20 20-24 25.29 30=34 35=39 40.44 45.49 50.54

$0.165 0 14.2 ?4.0 11.5 587 15.6 5.0 419

$I66.195 0 50.2 474 11.5 1.0 7.2 7.6 1.0

S196=225 0 322.6 468.5 05,1 26.2 32.7 16.5 17.0

i226=255 0 96.3 946.7 192.1 67.6 51.4 30.0 2712

$256.285 0 2.6 510.8 366,8 105.2 61.8 63.7 39.5

0 S286=315 0 0 125.0 420.0 158.2 102.5 776 79.8

$316.345 0 1.5 23.? 288.5 209.6 110.2 113.2 90.3

' $i46=375 0 2.9 6,0 145,5 125.1 101.2 95.6 67.1

i376.405 .6 4.4 65.3 051,1 89.5 91.2 60.6

$406.435 0 .5 4.0 28.2 115.2 11511 114.0 87.7

$436. 0 3,4 134 28.5 171.0 279.1 283.7 284,6

TOTAL 0 494,9 217403 1642.9 1148.4 10326 9120 761.9

528
ENROLL CHANGE 4

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20

2. S0.165 0

$166.195 0

$196=225 0

$226.255 0

$256=285 0

$286.315 0

$316.345 0

5346.375 0

$376=405 0

5406.435 0

$4364 0

TOTAL 0

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

AGE IN YEARS

:20.24 25.29 30.34 35=39

14.2 24.0 12.5 507

50,2 46.8 11.5 7,0

322,8 473.9 65,4 26.2

96,3 956.3 195.1 68,6

2.6 517,3 369.7 105.2

0 132,5 431.0 159.9

1.5 25.2 299,4 217.1

2,9 6,6 1634 146,2

4 7.4 103,5 175.1

,5 5,0 42.0 131.2

3,4 11.8 39,7 218.9

495,1 2212.9 1733,3 1261.1

40.44

15.6

7.2

32,7

53.4

70.4

105,6

114.5

116,8

107.5

134.6

3884

1206.4

45.49

5.0

6.6

16.5

38.0

63.1

82,5

11716

102.9

111.5

130.0

380.0

1e56.5

50.54

4.9

1.0

17.0

Ha
40.5

63.1

103.0

70,1

764

1034

369.7

903,8

oidowsgifeemg0.0..0g0060@mOOM00.14.100@.

55.59 60.64 65+

0 0 1.0

0 0 0

0 0

0 4 0

0 .5 1.5

205 .6 2.0

.4 2.2 0

6.6 5.0 5.2

81 54 4,0

5,8 701 100

59,8 28.0 17,0

834 49.3 3202

55.59

5.5

410

8.6

60.64

2.0

1.0

514

26.0 164

26.0 24.5

84.8 62.4

113.1 102.8

6315 65.0

57.2 49.6

56.2 42.0

176.3 132.1

621.4 504,2

5549

5.5

4,0

8.6

60.64

2.0

110

5.4

26,0 17.0

26,0 25.0

8714 - 63.0

113.5 105.0

70.5 70.0

65,3 55.0

62.0 50.0

236.1 160#1

70409 553.5_

TOTAL

2.0

210

6.5

17.1

14.9

36.7

36.5

84.6

96,2

9601

454.1

84618

65. TOTAL

9.0 97.4

2.5 14510

9,0 971.5

19.5 1481.4

25.5 1232.4

37.0 1147.3

50.1 1170.6

19.8 691.9

33.0 643,3

19.0 582.8

83.3 1455.9

307.7 9620.5

65+ TOTAL

10.0 99.4

2.5 147.9

915 978.0

19.5 1498.5

27.0 1247.4

39,0 1184.0

5001 120761

25.0 776.6

37.0 739.6 7

260 076.9

10043 1910.0 -,A

139a...1046714_



EN DLL CHANGE 5
TOTAL AOHINISTRATION

WEEKLY SALARY

....... AGE IN YEARS ...........

UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34

. . ........

35.39

. ..._

40.44

. ...................

45.49

.

50.54

. .. ..

55.59 60.64 654 TOTAL '

S0.165 0 0 100 0 1.0 0 0 0 0 0 2 202

$166.195 0 ,6 0 1.0 0 0 160 0 0 0 0 206

S196.225 0 100 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2 0 345

1226455 0 0 5.2 0
0 0 0 0 2 .2 0 506

1256.285 0 0 743 5.0 200 0 1.2 100 1,0 .0 04 1801'

$286.315 0 0 400 8.5 3.7 5.6 10 300 2,2 2,6 1.0 3245

$316.345 0 0 408 10,6 15.4 805 7.9 445 6.5 2.3 1.5 62.0

$346.375 0 0 100 15.7 20,9 12.8 908 84 6,0 2,0 2,0 7862

$376.405 0 0 0 5.8 ' 1405 1605 11.9 8.0 806 10.0 4,2 79,5

$406.435 0 0 0 4.1 7.9 1307 10.5 800 6.0 5,0 57i2

S436# 0 0 0 13,2 6816 78.8 114;6 10306 564 40,0 21.0 49883

TOTAL 1o6 2507 94,0 134.0 135,9 158.8 136,1 88,9 62.3 3203 83906

ENROLL CHANGE 5

.........

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

. AGE IN YEARS

_ .40.. . 4.....04PPOP00440044404444440444400040.4

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20-24 25.29 30.34 35.39 40.44 45.49 50.54 55.59 60.64 650 TOTAL

S0.165 0 7.6 28.6 20.9 33.1 24,6 1703 12,5 001 4.7 1115 168.9

$166.195 0 49.1 64.2 16.0 5.0 506 1005 5.5 8.5 2.0 2,9 169,4

$196-225 0 265.3 312.3 56,4 24,5 27,7 254 1104 12.5 608 1003 753.1

$226.255 0 121,5 781.3 137.0 44.3 39.9 3504 22.0 28.4 18.8 1560 124368

$256-285 0 2,2 637.7 298.0 12.4 82.8 6707 43.0 34.7 30.6 2809 129709

1286-315 0 1,7 260.1 339,6 114.3 101.3 85.8 5703 51,8 40.4 29.5 1092.0

S316-345 0 .6 81.1 327.9 132,7 110.3 97.1 60.6 81,0
61,1 27,0 987.4

$346-375 0
,6 20,8 227.0 181.5 144,1 10049 97.0 77,0 64.8 31.0 944.7

5376-405 0 3.2 8.5 160.6 217.4 174.7 118.6 103.2 78,4 70.5 3808 982.0

S406-435 0 .6 349 98.6 172.7 113,0 8005 76,4 $24 4000 26.0 664.1

1436. 0 1.3 10.8 50.7 358.3 45361 435.0 296,9 190.2 98.3 54,0 1948.5

TOTAL 453.7 2209,4 1740,6 136602 1271.1- 1074.1 793.8 62302 438.2 27409 10251.8

ENROLL CHANGE 5
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

AGE IN YEARS
.

44400,4

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 30.34 35.39 40.44 45.49 5044 55-59 60.64 65. 707AL

50.165 0 7.6 29.6 20.9 341 24,6 17,3 1265 8.1 407 11,7 171.1

S166=195
49,7 64:2 17.0 540 5.6 1105 5,5 8,5 260 2,9 172.0

$196.225 0 266,3 314,7 $6,4 24.5 27.7 2541 11,4 12,5 700 10,3 156,6

S226.255 0 121.5 786.5 137,0 44,3 39,9 35,4 22.0 28,6 19.0 15,0 1249,4

S256-285 0 2.2 645,1 303.0 74,4 8218 68.9 44.0 35 7 30.6 29,3 1316,0

1286.315 0 1.7 264.1 348.1 128.0 106.9 87,0 60.3 5400 43,0 30,5 112445

5316.34S 0 .6 85.9 338,5 148,1 118,8 105.0 73,1 8765 63.4 2845 1049.4

S346.375 O .6 21.8 141,6 202,4 15609 11007 105.0 83,0 66.8 33,0 1022,A

1376.405
0 3,2 0,5 114,4 231,9 191:1 130.6 111,2 8740 80,5 43,0 1061.5

S406-435 0 .6 3,9 102.7 1805 126.7 9100 84,4 58,5 45.0 28.0 1210

1436' 0 1.3 10.8 63.9 426.9 531.9 54906 400.5 248,6 138.3 75,0 2446.8

TOTAL 0 455,3 223510. 1804,6 1500.2 1412,9 1233.6 93000 712.1 50005 307,2 11091 4



D15T*S1ZE 1 TOTAL AUMINISTRAFION

--

TABLE3

YEARS -- Iiji==
.m_ -0....-

AGE IN

WEEKLY SALARY

$0-165

UNDER 20
0

20=24
0

25=29

0

3034
0

3519
0

5166=195 0 0 0 0 0

5196=225 0 0 0 0 0

5226=255 0 0 0 0 0

$256q85 0 0 .5 0 161

5286=315 0 0 .2 265 2.0

$3160345 0 0 3.0 4.0 503

5J46=375 0 0 2.0 169 5.1

5376.405 0 a 0 0 2.0

5406-435 0 0 1.0 0 160

$436. 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL
6.7 9.3 17.2

DIST.SIZE 1
TOTAL P'STRUCT1ONAL STAFF

_

AGE IN YEARS

WEEKLY SALARY ODER 20 20q4 25.-29 30=34 35=39

$0=165 0 1.6 10.2 2.3 4,5

5166=195 0 13.5 19.9 2.5 1.0

S196-225 0 72.3 64.4 7,8 13,0

S226-255 0 26.1 116.9 30.6 12,1

Se56-285 0 0 27.8 37.9 16.3

5286-315 0 1.2 2.8 9,6 23.0

4..

S316=345

pj SJ46-375

0

0

.5

0

2.5

1.0

4.3

61

418

.9

$376-405 0 0 167 0 100

$406-435 0 0 2.3 1.2 .6

S436. 0 14 3.2 24 1.5

TOTAL 0 1 S 7 252.9 98.6 78.8

DISTSIZE 1 TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

WEEKLY SALARY
50165
5166=195

5196425
5226..255

$256285
$2d6-315

$316-345

$346-375

5376405
S406-435

i436*

TOTAL

50.5445-49'40=44

0 0 0

0 0 0

n 0 0

*0 0 0

0 0 1.0

267 3.8 2.0

465 4.8 360 .

164 4.1 2e0

260 68 02

0 1,7 0

0 0 2.4

SS-

2.

1

10.7 15.2 10.6 94

0...,rwo0OpimOOd
40044

260 102 2.0

1o6 1.0 4.0

665 660 5,5

14.5 1060 1066

1460 9.5 134,0

1507 22.2 21.0

2*5 3+2 5.0

1.6 .9 1.0

100 43 00

0 .3 0

102 4 2

45049 50-.54 5!

1.

60.5 55.0

3,

7;

21.
8=

63.1 ST:

AGEIN YEARS ..........-...
.

UNDER 20 20-24 25=29 30=34

0 1.6 10.2 2,3

0 1305 19.9 2.5

0 72.3 64.4 7.8

0 2601 116.9 30.6

0 0 2863 37.9

0 1.2 300 1201

0 .5 5.5 961

0 0 300 260

0 0 107 0

0 0 3 0 1.2

4 312 2,4

1 5 7 259.5 107,9

35=39 40.44 45.49 5044 g

4.5 2.0 1.2, 2.0 11

1.0 106 100 4.0 g

13.0 6.5 6.0 5.5 I

12.1 14.5 10.0 1006 1

1e.1 24.0 9,5 14.0 14

25.0 18.4 2660 2360 23

10.1 700 8.0 8.0
1

6.0 30 5.0J 300

3.0

106

300 160

0 260
-1

0
1

1.5 1,2 14 2.6

9660 11 2 70.2 73.7



DI T IE 2

WEEKLY SALARY

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

- - ........ AGE IN YEARS

UNDER 20 20-24 25-24 30-34 35-34

--

40.44

$0.165 0 0 1,0 0 1.0 0

5166-195 0 0 110 0 0

5196-225 0 0 .3 0 1.0 IA

S226-255 0 0 1.0 1.2 1.0 1.0

5256-285 0 0 .5 4.7 2.6 1.0

se86-315 0 a 6.4 7.7 6.3 5.2

5316 .345 0 0 5.0 19.3 18.1 10.2

S346375 0 0 1.0 19.0 3115 19.1

076-405 0 0 1.0 7.8 13.9 20.2

S406.435 0 0 0 4.0 9.8 8.9

S436# 0 a 0 2.7 5.8 3.0

TOTAL 0 ay 16.3 67.3 91.1 69.9

DIST.51 E 2

WEEKLY SALARY

..-

UNDER 20

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

, AGE IN YEARS .

20=24 25=2 30=34 35=34 40.44

$0-165 0 13.0 2019 12,2 13.4 Q.

1166-195
0 82.? 60.3 1500 5.2 3.6

S196.225 0 372.3 392.7 45.1 19.5 14.7

$426255 1.0 15503 666.1 1610 5405 46.2

$256-285 0
5,3 117.8 223,5 102,1 72.0

:. $286=315
w
u S316.345

0

0

g4 3069 168.3

. 1.2 5.8 50,9

116.4

92.6

96.9

81.2

5:146.375 0 3.9 1.6 9.0 . 25.0 35.3

5376405 0 2.1 5.2 ,2 3,1 6.3

5406.435 0 100 4.5 0 1.2 2.1

$436# 0 5,0 11.1 7.4 5.0 2.8

TOTAL 1.0 621,1 1517.0 192.7 437.9 171.0

DIST.SIIE 2
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

.- OE IN YEARS M--4
..

WEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 20-24 25-29 30.34 35.39 40.44

$0-165 0 13.0 210 12,2 14.4 9.6

$166-195 0 62.8 60,3 16,0 5.2 3.6

1196=225 0 31203' 393.0 45.1 20,5 15.7

see6.e5s ha 155,3 667.1 162,2 55.5, 41.2

1456q85 0 503 318.3 228,2 104.7 73.0

5ee6-315 .4 37.3 115,9 122.7 102.1

S316.345 0 1.2 10.8 /0,2 110,7 91,4

S346-375 0 3.9 2.6 2800 56.5 54.4

076=405 0 2.1 6.3 8.0 17,0 2665

S406.435 0 1.0 4.5 4.0 .11i0 11.0

64360 0 5:0 11.1 10,0 10,8 5.8

TOTAL 100 622.4 1533.3 759.9 529,0 440.5

53i

RAM.WwWW --

, 45.49 50-54 55-59 60-64 65 TOTAL

0 0 a 0 0 2.4

a a 0 a a 1.6

0 0 0 .0 .5

1.0 1.5 2 .5

24R

0 7.1

.5 1.2 a .0 5 11.0

3.0 4.1 1.9 3.5 1.0 390

1.2 7.5 7.2 6,7 4.0 B5.1

13.3 12.3 11.0 10.7 8.0 125.9

13.9 9.9 16.5 13.5 9.0 105.6

901 7,8 5.9 210 4.0 51.4

6.0 5.0 4.0 1.0 2,0 29.S

53.9 49.3 46.6 7.9 29.0 461.6

.-.-.- ----- ._ ........._-

4 =49 5054 55=59 60=64 650 TOTAL

6.6 4.4 1.5 3,5 1.2 92.4

5,9 4,0 5,5 3,4 4.5 169.2

24.0 14,4 14,0 1560 124 9246

49.9 39.2 37,5 2045 22.0 125302

78.9 6909 65.5 57.5 32,5 1025.1

916 102.1 102.1 84.4 39.0 832.?

8569 65.2 78,8 61.7 2400 547.4

26.2 34,4 23,0 1363 10.4 182.2

5.1 5,1 3,5 2,5 210 356?

'0 202 .1 0 0 11.0

4.7 3,2 2.7 .4 .5 42.7

378.8 34480 334,3 2610 154,8 5115.0

wiWkSOW .. aii*i* . ...... NO . ... .......

45.49 50.54 55-59 60.64 65t TOTAL

6.6 4.4 145 ,3,5 742 9444

5.9 4.0 5.5, 3,0 4,5 110.4

24.0 14,4 1400 15.0 13,0 927.1

50.9 40.1 37,6 21.0 2200 12600c

79.4 71.1 65,5 57.6 33.0 1036.1

94.6 106.3 104,0 p8,0 40,0 871.4

93.1 12.7 06.0 68.4 28.0 ,632.5

3965 46.7 34,0 24.0 18.4 308.1

19.0 14.9 20,0 1640 11#0 1400

9.0 10.0 6,0 2.0 4.0 62.4

104 8.2 6.7 1,4 2.5 72.2

4324 343.3 381,0 249,8 1 3.8 5576.4



0151.511E 3 ToTAL 4081N15TRATION

- AGE IN YEARS ..................___
-

WEEKLY SALARY

50-165

UNDER 20 20-24

0 0

25-29

0

30.-34

0

35-39

0

40-44

0

45-49

0

50-54

0

55-59

0

0-64

. 1

65

1.0

TOTAL

1.0

$166-195 0 0 0 1.0 0 0 0 0 1-0

5196-225 0 2.0 1.0

,0

1.0 .5 0- 0 0 0 0 4.6

1226-255 0 .5 3.4 1.0 0 0 0 1.0 0 6.9

$256-285 0 0 3.1 1.8 .5 1.0 .3 1.0 0 1.0 8.7

$286-315 0 0 1.0 6.7 2.3 4.0 4.0 2,5 1.4 3.0 27,0

$316-345 0 .7 11.4 12.3 6.8 2.0 1.4 5.4 2,3 48.3

5346-375 0 0 3.0 20,4 18.9 17.8 13#3 8.0 4,8 4.0 3.0 93.3

5376-405 0 0 0 11,4 21.6 20.9. 154 8.8 7.0 7.0 4.2 96.1

$406-435 0 0 O. ILO 16,0 22.9 22.5 16.8 11.0 5.0 4.0 112.2

$430# 0 0 1.0 1,2 15,0 27.3 27.5 37.0 26.0 13.2 6.6 1604

TOTAL 0 2.5 13.2 72,9 90.1 100.7 OM 77.6 53,7 37.0 24.1 559,4

OIST.S1ZE 3 TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

............. AGE IN YEARS ....._. - - .. . . .

WEEKLY SALARY LINDER 20 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55=59 60064 65' TOTAL

$0-165 0 11.6 28.9 10.2 10.1 10.3 4.5 8,0 9.5 1.0 9,5 111.6

$166-195 0 XI 56.7 13;1 4.0 0.2 10.3 11.0 8,0 7.0 10.0 107.0

, 5190-225 O 418,5 612.4 60.2 22.9 21.4 17.5 24,0 1800 0,6' 114 1223,1

$226-255 0 208.7 958.8 251.5 69.4 44.0 27.4 33.6 30,5 30,5 34,4 1689.0

5256-285 1.0 4.6 490.6 389.5 140.9 03.4 59.9 44.0 37,0 33.0 39.3 1323.3

-$286-315
=

$316-345

0 1.0

6 2.2

99,0

16.9

334.3

181,6

184.1

245.8

129.7

202.3

1004

145.8

90.6

140.0

94,1 6905

---14?.6--

33,0 1136.0

1293.0

$346-375 4.1 2.4 .50.7 132.6 127.1 1020- 79.2 75,0 31.0 689,3

537E-405 2.2 6,0 28.8 62.4 59.9 -57.9 50.2 34.0 25.5 14.0 341,1

5406-435 0 .6 3.0 6,2 15,1 20./ 19.9 17.6 10,0 7,0 2,0 103.9

$436# 0 4.9 9.7 19.0 13.5 13.4 11.9 669 4.8 1.6 ,( 301

TOTAL 1.0 696.6 2204,4 1355,R 906,6 720.5 564.1 519.6 486,3 406.7 230,9 8174.7

OIST.SILE 3 TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

AGE IN YEARS
_

wEEKLY SALARY UNDER 20 2044 25-29 30.34 35-39 40.44 45.49 5044 55-59 60.64 65' TOTAL'

50-165 0 11.6 28,9 10,2 10.1 10.3 4.5 6.0 9,5 1.0 10.5 112.6

5166-195

5190-225

0 - 38.1

0 420,6

56.7

613.5

13,1

69,2

4.0

23.4

8.2

21.4

11.3 ,

17.5

11.6 8.0

24,0 18,0

74
8,6

10.0

114

168.0

1227.7

5226-255 0 209.2 962.2 252.5 70,4 444 27.4 33.0 31.5 30.5 34,4 1695.9

5256-285 1,0 493.7 391.3 141.4 84,4 60.2 45.0 37,0 34,0 39,3 1332.1

$266-315 0 1.0 10(1.0 341.0 186.5 133,7 102.6 94.6 96.6 71.0 3610 1163.0

5310-345 0 2,2 17,6 192,9 .250,1 209.1 151.9 150.0 1626 153.2 44,5 1342.1

$346-375 0 401 5,4 71,1 151,5 144.9 115.5 93.1 84,0 79.0 34.0

5376-405. . 2.2 6.0 40,2 04.0 60.8 73.1 59.0 , 41.0 32.5 762.4437.8

5400-415-m_ 0 .6 3.0 20,2 33.1 43.6 42.4 34,4 21.0 ILO 6,0 21661

-$436 0 . 4.9 10.7 27,0 28,4 400 45.5 43.9 304 1560 9,7 256,6

TOTAL .0 699.1 2 97.6 )428.7 998.9 821.2 651.9 597.3 54060 443.8 25560 87346

536



DIST.SIZE 4

WEEKLY SALARY

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

AGE

UNDER 20- 2044

0

0

1.2

1.2

a

0

0

0

0

0

0

$0-165 0
SI66-195 0

$196.225 0

1126-255 0

5156-285 0

5286-315 0

S316-345 0

1346-375 0

$376.405

1406-435 0

1436. O

TOTAL 0

DI51,S1ZE 4

WEEKLY SALARY

t0-165

S166=195

$196-225

/216-255

$66=265

$286.315

$316.345

$346.375

$J76=405

5406.435.

$436#

TOTAL

015T.WE 4

WEEKLY SALARY

$M65
$166-195

$196-225

$226.65

$66.185

$286.315

$316.345

SJ46.375

$376.465

$406-4)5

$436.

TOTAL .

INYEARS .g.. . p .... .. ..

25-29

1.0 ,
0

0

844 103 1.0

10.5 1,0 200

6.6 5.9 208

402 8.t, 12,1

za 11,3 19.7

4,6 33,7 3I.0

0 37.1 4701

0 26,1 47,9

51.0 163.8

30.34 3534 40.44

0.

0

1.0

4.0

14,5

11.6

37.3

42,1

,235.9

2.4 38.9 182.7 327.3

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

46E IN YEARS --

UNDER 20 20.24 25.29 3044

0 3104 71.6 63.2 53.8

0 157.2 117,5 J510 21.2

0 WS.3 1520.9 19702 113.1

0 385.18 2348.8 469,7 152,3

1.0 7.1 1700.9 06009 215.2

0 1.5, 711.9 104.7 337,8

2.7 220.3 932.0 46804

1.2 61.8 60703 503,9

4.1 16.8 384,8 508.4

0 7.6 206,3 4194

6.9 31,7 144,3 755.3

35.3°

1.0 1414.3 6809.9 4960,4 3548.4

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

............. Ag

20-24

31.4

157.2

816.6

387.0

7.2

2.5

2,7

1.2

4,)

6,9'

UNDEP 20

0

0

0

a

1.0

0

0

352,4

45.49

0

2.0

,ftOP .

50.54

0

55=59

0

0

.. aggiigg,g0g.

60.64 65.

0 .2

0 6

TOTAL

10
3.n

0 1 0 0
0 13.0

1.7 a 0 0 16.4

4.0 2,0 .5
0 220

2.5

9.4

1.9

4,7

12

2.0

1.1

0

1.0

1.0

35.4i

70,4

11.3 3,7 5.8 2.8 2.6 11342

6.2 1863 6.1 8.2 1.2 180.4

31.8 31.3 14,9 12.6 10,7 217.c

252.0 185.5 100,1 59.7 4500 1093,5

339.9 248.5 129,7 84,3 6107 , 1767,9

40.44 45.49 50=54 55.59 60-64 65+ TOTAL

52,5 366 12.7 9,5 4.8 22.2 3iA.?

42,4 819 5.5 8.4 0.5 1295 397,2

83.0 590 26.5 17.2 9.5 31.5 2575.6

11011 70,4 39.6 30.5 2710 38,2 3692.4

142.2 118.7 6010 43.7 21.0 35,4 3206.4

2164 157.8 1204- 912 93,5 65.3 2836.3

339.3 255.2. 193,8 198.0 ism 96,3 2558.5

395,9 29401' 222.5 206.2 142.7 61.2 2536.4

198,4 305.4 234.4 106.9 167,2 84,8 229111

29910 195.1 164.7 1660 6E44 47.3 1513,4

92902 739.6 472.8 261.5 145.3 81.5 3568.2

2988,9 2240,5 1554.9 1159.t0 880.3 576,3 , 26134.2

INyEAR5 ........................
. . ..................... ... .....OPUO00.P**.WW.R&.Wgk.Mm*.*,..4

25-29 30.34 A5-39

72,6 63.8 5348

118.5 35,0 21.2

1519.3
1118.5 114,1

2359,3 00,7 154.1.

1707.5 86619 218.0

71602 1048,3 349,0

222.5 949,3 484.1

66,4 641 1 534.9

16,0 421,9 555.5

706 23204 46618

12,1 195.3 91961

1,0 1416.8 6048.6 5143.2 .3875.8

40=44 45.49 50.54 5549 60.64 650 TOTAL

52.5 36,5 1207 9,5 408 22,4 360.1

224 10.9 5.5 8,4 895 12.5 400.2

83.0 59.3 29.5 17,2 9,5 31.5 2888.5

11061, 72.1 39,6 30.5 27,0 38,2 370808

'143.2 122.7 62,0 44,2 81,6 35.4 3229.2

22048 159.7 -122.4 91,4 94,6 66.3 2871:4

35319 264.6 198,4 200.0 152.5 '97,3 ,292903

413.5 305.4 226.2 212,0 185.4 6368 2650.0

435.7 33006 25297 192,9 175,3 8660 247146

341,1 227.0 196,0 121,0 R1,0 58,0 1730,4

1165.1 991,7 658.3 .361,6 205.0 12605 4661.7

334103 580.4 1803.4 1288.7 964,7 638.0 27902.1

r39



0157,512E 5

w EKLy SALARY

SO-165

3166-195

S196-225

1226-255

5256-205

S286-315

$316-345

5346-375

5376-405

S406-435

5436+

707AL

0157.512E 5

wEEKLY SALARY

SO-165

3166-195

$196-225

S226-255

Sl56-285

4' 5286-315
ts4

S316-345

5346=3/5

076-405

S406-435

1436,

TOTAL

0157,512E 5

WEEKLy SALARY

SO-15

$16E-195

S19!).225

$226-255

s256-285

S286-315

5316345

3346.315

1376.405

S406-435

$4366

TOTAL

540

TOTAL AUMINISTRATION

- AGE IN YEARS

UNDER 20 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40..44 45-49 50-54 55.59

0 0 0 1.0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 3,4 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 12,13 2.0 0 260 0 1,0 0

0 0 9.2 3.6 0 1.6 .2 0 0

0 0 6.2 11.0 0 1,0 100 2,0 1,0

0 0 .5 7,2 2.0 0 110 2,1 1,0

0 0 1.0 6,7 6.3 4,2 2.0 0 1,0

0 0 2.0 7,0 662 3.0 5.6 2,0 08

0 0 0 6111 5.0 100 54 449 1,9

0 0 0 13,4 51.0 90,7 99.0 97.2 6362

35,4 58.7 7065

707AL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

AGE IN YEAR5 .---

UNOER 20 20.44 25-29

0 2.0 3,0

2,6

104.6

17.0

0

0

0

0

1.2

0

6,0

190.7

587,7

410.6

10864

12.7

2.6

1,6

1,8

6,7

0.0

112.6 114.6 109,2 68.9

.*...mam . _ .. -_.=

30-34 35-39

3.0 3.7

3.0 2.0

37.2 12.0

030 32.6

103.5 56.0

267.7 56.3

225.9 91.5

121.8 71.1

63.9 156.7

Oa 98.5

15,5 164.7

0 122.3 1331,9 1028.6 745,8

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

40.44 45.49 50.54

1.6 100 0

1@0 34 2,0

17,1 6.0 500

2305 21.0 8,0

38.4 3809 20,5

43.5 28,5 20.2

59,0 4510 46,9

46,0 41+0 33,5

102.3 104.5 71.0

97.6 10600 6217

241.1 274.3 305.2

55..59

2.5

1,0

0

7,0

5,0

16.0

47,5

26,5

62.5

54,6

211.9

671.2 67202 595,0 438.6

AGE IN YtARS .

LINOER 20

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

20-24 25-29 35-34

2.0 3.0 4.0

2.6 600 3.0

10406 194,1 37,2

1100 60005 85,9

0 419,9 107,1

0 11416 218.7

0 13.5 233.1

0 3.6 128.5

1.2 3.6 700

0 1.8 3o.o

601 20,9

35-39 40.44 45.49 50.54

3.7

2,0

12.0

32.6

56.0

56.3

93.5

162.9

10365

215.5

0 127.3 1367,4 1007.4 816.4

1.6

1.0

17.1

25.5

40.0

44.5

59.0

50.2

105,3

107.8

3314

1.0

3.0

6.0

21.0

39.1

29.5

49,0

43.0

110.1

111.0

314.1

0

2.0

5,0

9.0

22.2

4960

33.5

73,0

67.6

402.4

60.64

0

0

0

0

0

1.0

1.0

37,0

65.

0

0

0

0

180

0

0

2,0

1,0

1,0

22.0

3.4

17.8

15.6

22.2

14.1

23,3

26.6

35,7

474,4'

39.0 27.0 636.1

...----

60.66 654 TOTAL

0 0 16.8

0 0 20,6

1,4 2,0 376.0

1.0 4.5 766.?

5,0 1600 774,0

5.0 1305 561,1

49,0 27.0 607.6

20,0 13,0 378.1

55,0 39.0 6570

49,0 24,0 537.5

158.7 103.1 1481,1

344,1 242,1 6197.0

55-59

2.5

1.0

0

7.0

5.0

19.0

48.5

29,5

63.3

56.5

275.1

763.8 786.9 704,2 507.5

60.64 65. TOTAL

0 0 11.8

0 0 20+6

1.4 2,0 379.4

1,0 4,5 804.0

5.0 17,0 789.6

5,0 13,5 583.3

49.0 27,0 621.7

20.0 1560 401,4

56,0 40,0 686.3

50.0 25.0 5730

19507 125.1 1955,7.

383.1 269,1 68336?
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TABLE4

PEOION 01

YEARS ExPERIENCE NO DEGREE

SUPERINTENDENT

TRA1N-NG

TwO YEAR

DEGREE

BACHELOR

DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

m. ...
SPECIALIST

DEG;EE

.. ,--mftm.0m,jE .

DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 0 0 0 0 0

5-9 0 0 1,0 0 2.0
3.4

10-14
0 0 0 0 1,5 0 0 1,5

15-19 0 0 0 0 ;

5,0 0 .7 5,7

20-24 0 0 0 0 410 2.0 0 6.1

25-29 0 0
0

5.1 0
1,0 6.6

30-35 0
0 0 0

4,5 1,0 5.c

35 0 0 o 0 5.0
0. 5.t

TOTAL
0 1,5 0

27.1 2.0 2,7 33.3

REGION 01

YEARS EPERIME No DEGREE

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

PAINING

TwO YEAR 54CHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

. --*

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

SPECIALIST'

DEGREE

0-4 0 0 1.5 0 2.8 0

5-9 .9 0 5,0 0 10.2 1,0

.g- 10-14
0 0 3,4 0

11.7 1,0

to 1S-:9
-.1

0 0 4,0 0
14.6 7

?0-24
0 2,7 0 901 2.0

25-29 0
0 4,0 0

12,3 100

30-35 0
0 . 2.0 0 6.3 .8

35# 0
0 1,7 0

9.7 0

TOTAL
1,4 0 24,4 0 17.4 6.5

mo.......... .

DOCTORATE TOTAL

0 4,3

.0 17.1

2,0 18.1

1.0 20.3

0 14.9

1,0 1803

1.0 10.1

0 11.4

S,0 114.6

REGION 01

YEARS EXPERIENCE

0-4

5-9

10-14

15-19

20-24

25-29

30-35

35.

TOTAL

NO DEGREE

1.0

2.5

2.5

4,3

4,5

1.0

2,6

21.8

ELEM. CLASSROOM TEACHER

TRAINING

TwO YEAR SACHELoR

DEGREE DEGREE

0 113,7

2,3 114,2

1.0 45,5

M 60,5

3,0 34,0

5,0 20.9

2.0 17,5

4,0 15,2

1903 422.3

''''' .7 '

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

' 777 ''' .7.--
..................................

OSTER
DEGREE

0

4.0

3.0

0

1.3

14

200

15

11#2

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

.2

DOCTORATE

0

0

D

0

a

0

0

0

542

TOTAL

114,7

123.1

53.n

66.A

43.4

290

22,7

21.7

4740

543



REGION 01

YEARS EXPE NO DEGREE

SECONDARY CLASSROOM TEACHER

4. --- TRAINING

. T0 YEAR BADHELDR

DEGREE DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

gM _WO**0* Pi OP Wm

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 5.4 0 187.0 0 3.9 0 0 196.3

5-5 207 196.9 a 18.8 0 0 218.4

10-14 .6 80.1 0 20.2 0 0 100.9

15-19 .4 55.9 0 12.2 .3 0 68.9

20-24 0 29,4 0 6.2 0 0 35,7

25-29 .18.3 1.0 . 5.1 0 0 2444

30-35 10.1 0 1,1 0 0 1142

3$. 4,4 0 4.0 0 0 8.4

TOTAL 9.1 0 582,1 1.0 71.5 .3 0 664.2

REGION 01

TEARS EXPERIENCE

...

NO DEGREE

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

TRAINING _

TkO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE-
DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

mAsTER

DEGREE

sPECIALIST
DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 9.6 0 387.2 0 940 0 0 1005,8

5-9 70 4.6 371.5 0 32,8 0 1,0 417,8

10.14 5.3 2.0 151.7 0 26,9 1.0 1,0 18749

15.19 5,4 2.0 13663 0 19.3 .3 0 163,4

20-24 3.0 79.6 0 8.7 0 0 9648

m 25-29 410 5.0 ,48.2 1.0 7.3 0 0 65,5

30-35 1.0 2.0 31.6 0 507 a 0 i
40,5

35' 3.0 4.0 24,5 1.0 5,7 0 0 384

TOTAL 41.5 22.8 1230.6 2,0 115.4 ii 2.0 1415.9

REGION 01

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

TOT L PROFESSIONAL STAFF

TRAINING

T40 YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PR0GRA4

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 9.6 0 38617 11.9 0 0 410,2

5-9 3.6 4,6 376,5 43.0 1.0 1,0 435.0

10-14 5.3 2.0 155.1 0 38.6 2.0 3.0 206,0

I5-1i 5.4 200 140,3 3349 1,0 1.0 183.6

20-24 6.0 3.0 82,3 18.4 2.0 0 111.7

25-29 4.0 5.0 52.3 1.0 19.6 1.0 1.0 83.9

30-35 1.0 2,0 33,6 0 12.0 140 1.0 50,6

35# 3,0 4,0 26,2 1,0 15.4 0 0 49.6

TOTAL 42.9 22.8 1255.0 2.0 192.8 0.0 7.0 153045

54



,

REGION 02

YEARS EAPERIENCE

0-4

5-9

10-14

15-19

20-24

25-29
30-35

35,

TOTAL

....-- . . ...

NO DEGREE

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

SUPERINTENDENT

-....... TRAINING

TwO YEAR

DEGREE

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

...._ .--......------...-......

BACHELOR
DEGREE

0

0

0

1.0

0

0

0

1.0

2.0

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAm

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

. --- .

MASTER
DEGREE

0

0

1.0

2.0

1.0

2.1

1.8

1 a 0

9.5

REGION 02 TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

............_.-._. TRAINING m...,..m....-...--..---. . -. ..... . . ..

Two YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE

0-4 0 0 .6 0 3,5

5-9 0 0 3.2 0 5,1

10-14
0 0 300 0

400

15-19 0 0 3,0 0 9,3

L,
t,)

20-24
2529

0

0

0

0

2.0

0

0

0

2,0

808

'-o 30-35 0 0 1,0 D 2.8

35# 0 0 4.6 0 502

TOTAL 0
0 17,5 0 40.8

REGION 02 ELEm. CLASSROOM TEACHER

TRAINING

TwO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER

YEARS'EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE OEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE

0-4 1.0 0 61.7
0

5-9
0 1.0 52.5

2.8

10-14
0 23.0

7.0

15-19 2.0 1.0 28,9
2.0

20-24 5.0 2.0 17.0.
0

25-29 1.0
4,0 14.0

1,0

30-35
0 4.0 11.0

2.0

35*
4.0 8.0

0

TOTAL
9.0 16.0 216.1 a 14.8

.............
5PECIALI51

DEGREE

=

......... .----.i.!

SPECIALISI
OEGREE 1

0!

01

... 4.4

sPECIALII
DEGREE;

0!



REGION 02

YEARS EXPERIENCE

0-4

5.9

10.14

15.19

20-24

25-29

30-35

35#

TOTAL

,NO DEGREE

5,0

0

0

0

200

0

0

2.0

9.0

SECONDARY CLASSROOM TEAcmER

TRAINING _ _

TwO YEAR lACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

0 82,4

0 91,6

0 69.7

0 39,6

U 0.9

U 16.8

0 6,3

0 3.4

0 330.7

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAm

0

0

0

Di

0

0

0

MASTER

DEGREE

.5

1281

6,6

16,8

10.0

4.2

2.2

6.3

56.6

MO .0wogu__000gMO. ..O wwwww 004 OO 0Owee

SPECIALIST .,

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0 0, 87.9

0 0 1034

0 0 7613

0 0 560

0 0 32.9

0 0 it, -21.0

0 0 8.5

0 0 9.1

0 0 396.3

REGIoN 02

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

TRAININ0--- ...........

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

-- . - . - ........-

FIVE YEAR

pROGRAm

-.

MASTER

DEGREE

.. -- ..

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

. . r . 4w_

DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 800 1.0 199,8 0 5.5 0 0 214.3

5.9 1.5 1.0 186,7 0 19.9 0 0 209,2

10.14 2.0 0 10612 0 19,1 0 0 , 1274

15-19 3,0 1.0 82,0 0 20,8 0 0 106.7

Lo 20-24 8.5 2.0 46,6 0 12.0 0 '
0 6900

100 5.0 37,0 0 802 0 0 , 51.2

P30;35:. 0 400 21,0 0 4.2 0 0- 294

35, .2.0 4.0 15.0 0 5.8 0 0 260

TOTAL 26.1 10.0 694,2 0 95.4 0 0 8334

REGION 02

e.:,

YEARS EXPERIENCE

;

0.4

5-9

10-14

15-19

20-24

25-29

30r35

35+

TOTAL

. .. ......

NO DEGREE

8.0

1.6

2.0

34
605

1.0

0

2.0

26.1

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

. .......... TRAINING _ _=:_ i

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE, DEGREE

1.0 200.4

1,0 189.9

0 109.2

la 5,0

24 0.6

5.0 37.0

400 22,0

4,0 19,6

18,0 711,6

FI40GEYRR

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

MASTER

DEGREE

9.0

25.0

23.1

30,0

14.0

17,0

1,0

11,0

136.1

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

0

0

0

0

0

0

DOCTORATE

.

,

0

21:::AL

218,4

1.0

.

0

0

0

119.0

liSi:ai

1,0

0

0 36.6

2.0 893,9



REGION 03 SUPERINTENDENT

-------7-.--- ----- TRAINING m------------ -

TWO YEAR aACHELOR FIVE YEAR

YEARS EXPERIENCE , NO DEGREE' .DEGREE. DEGREE- PROGRAM

0-4

5-9

10-J4

15-19

20.24

25-29

30-35

35,

TOTA

a

MASTER SPECIALIST%

DEORtE DEGREE

0 ... 0 1.0

0 0 , 2.5

0 0 0 4.0

0 0 0 -4.G

0 0 0 2.0

0 -0 0

0 0 0 7.0

0 0 0 5.0

0

'REGION 03 TOTAL AOMINISTRATiON

0 28.3

TRAIN 1NG -
TwO YLAR BACHELOR FM YEAR MASTER

YEARS EXPERIENCE, NO DEGREE DEGREE . DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE

5.9

10-14

15-19
(.)

20-24

25.29

30-35

35+

-1.3

a

1,0 4.1

10.3,

9 0

18.5

10,3

7 8-

3,6

10.4

TOTAL 1.0 1.0 74.0

0 3.0

15.1

0 33.6

0 54Z
0 50.8

25.5

16.2

.10.1

DOCTORATE TOTAL

0 1-10

0 0 2.5

0 1,0 5.0

2,0 6.R

.0 0 2.0

0 2,0 4.0

0 0 7.0

5.0

5.0 33.3

-- ""
SPECIALIST

..U. ..

DEGREE DoCTORATE ToTAL

0 0

1,0 1, 0

J.0 2.0 46.6

liv 4,0

1.0 1, 0 63.1

0 36.3

19. A

0 20.4

299,9

REGION 03

YEAR5 EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

ELEM. CLA55RoOm TEACHER

. TRAINING --

Two YEAR BACHELOR,

DEGREE DEGREE

FIvE,

PROGRAm,

_...,

YEAR

=--

mAsTO

OEXE
SpECIALIST k

DEGREE

. _

DOCTORATE

_

TOTAL

00-4 14 1.0 173.5 180.5

5.9 2.5 1.0 122,4 0
; 40.4, 366.3

10-14 , 160 '2.0 ' 217.4 1,0 50.8 0. o' 272.3

15.19 5.0 5.0 139.0 r',0 3969 0 189.9

20-24

,,

.6,0 12.0 _ 116.2 . 0 9.5 143.7

25.29 2.0 7.0 64,5, 0 94 82.5

30-35 2.0 5.0, -50,2 1.0 So 63.2

35- 1.0 7.0 5048 : 0,-, 745 6613

TOTAL 20.5 40,0 , 1134,0 ' 3.0 167.2 1364,7



REGION 03 SECONDARY CLASSROOM TEACHER

. . ... . TRAINING ... -.

Two YEAR WAN. . FIVE YEAR mASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM 'DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL,

0.4

5-9

10-14

15-19

20-24

25-29

30.35

35e

TOTAL

10.8

1,4

1.0

2.0

0

15.2

0

1.0

0

342,3 0, 166 0 0 36906

431.2 0 74,5 0 0 50801.

28706 0 9208 0 0 38164

190,3 0 10802 0 0 300.7

114,7 . 206 7802 1.0 0 1966

60.2 0 47,9 0 1,0 12901

41,8 0 2508 0 10 ow
2762 1444 0 0 4201

1,2 1515.3

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

TRA,INING

TwO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS OPER ENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PRoGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

301 458,5 1.0 2,0 1996.3

.
10 ... ..... 0 -00.-0..110*00000 ........... 0%00.00

0-4 12.1 1.0 677,0 0 33.4 0

5.; 5.4 2.5 917.3 0 14067 0 '

10-14 3.0 3.0 586,6 1.0 183.4 0

8.0 7.2 394,3 1.0 180.7 0

4-. 20-24 94 13.0 276.6 , yr..- 118.2.-
- ,

1.0

25-29N ,

= 30.35

3.0

4.0

9.0

6.0

167.0

106,5

2.0

1.0

72.2

37.6

'0

0

35. 1.0 8.0 97,2 .5 29.5 0

TOTAL 45.5 49.7 3222,4 9.5 795.6 1.0

REGIoN 03 TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

TRAINING '
.__...-,4.k

0 723.5

0 1065.8

1.5 778.5

0 591.1

0 421.8

1,0 254.2

1.0 156.1

0 136.1

3,5 4127.2

.4.. U .*4j*70.*********... *. 7 .. 7m9 . pm*ow00g...-P OWea20

TWO'YEAR BACK.LOR FIVE. YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

' YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM :DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0 731.6

1,0 109303

3.5 82542

0P4 12.1 2.0 681,1 0 36.4 0

5.9 5.4 ,
2.5 ,

927.6 0 155.8 1,0

10-14 4,0 3.0 595,6 1.0 217.1 1.0

.15-19 8.0 .7.2 412.7 1.0: 235.3 1,0

20.24 9.0 13.0 2860 4.0 169.0 2;0

25-29 '3.0 9.0 °,.174,4 2.0 97.7 . 0 :.'

.3035 4.0 6.0 ' 110,0 100' . .5308 0

356 100 8.0 .107,6 .5. 3905 0

TOTAL 466 50,7
3296.4 905 1004,5 , 5,0

55?

4,0 66903

1,0 .484.9

4.0 290.5

1,0. 175.A

0 156.6

14,5 4427.1



, REGION 04 SUPERINTENDENT

- TRAINING 4WWW4 WWWWwwWwaiffWal!W
--- wg...WWW..0 w . ww . M.00pqp4 . M.e. . . Owffiewa4belito@ii

TWO YEAR 84CAL0R FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS ExPERIENCE NO DEGREE
DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

, 0-4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5-9 0 0 0 0
3.0 0 1,0 4.0

10.14
0, 0 0 0 1,0 0 0 1.0

15.19 0 0 1 0 0 1.0 1.0 1.0 4.0

20-24 0 0 0 0
4.0 0 0 4.0

2529 0 0 40 0 7.0 0 0 Be0

30-35 0 0 0 0 600 0
6o0

35+ 0 0 5 7 0 7.0 0
12.7

TOTAL 0 0 7.7 0 20.0 1.0 2,0 3917

REGION 04

YEARS ExPERIENCZ

0-4

5-9

ww . W ww WWW

NO DEGREE

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

TRAINING

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

0 3.8

0 6.0

FIVE YEAR

PRDORAM

,

0

5

MASTER

DEGREE

.3

16.2

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

1.0

0

DOCTORATE

1.0

1,0

TOTAL

-601

25.2

10-14
0

3.5 0 19,5 2,0 1,0 h.n

15-19
0 12.0 0 15,5 1.0 1.0 29.5

20-24
0 ii.1 o 13.4 o 0 22.5

25'9
W 7
(A) 30-35 a

0

0

10.4

id

0

0

21.8

8.0

0

0

0

0

32.3

9.9

35#
.0 12,0 0 13.0 0 0 2500

TOTAL 1.0 .0 9,8 U 108.6 4.0 4.0 177

REGION 04

YEARS ElpERIENcE

0-4

59
10-14

15-19

20u24

25-29

30-35

35,

TOTAL

''''

NO DEGREE

1.0

3.3

2.8

7.9

6.0

2.0

4.0

3.0

32.1

ELEM. cLASSROOm TEACHER

TRAINING

Ta YEAR 8ACH4OR

DEGREE DEGREE

.4 137.6

3.0 179,3

05 92,4

100 80,2

5.5 71,5 .

8,0 64,0

2.0 37,1

200 32,3

22.4 694,5

FIVE YEAR

PRoGRAm

0

0 ,

2,0

0

0

1.0

0

, 100

4,0

MASTER

DEGREE

1.0

8.0

5.0

4.0

210

1,0

5.0

1.0

27.0

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

0

0

a

W*PW

DOCTORATE
TOTAL

1404

193. A

102.7

93.1

874

76.0

39.3

779.9



REGION 04

YEARS EXPERIENCE

Umpmm.

NO DEGREE

SECONDARY CLASSWOM TEACHER

6 TRAINING R -

TWO YEAR 8ACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

-`-"I'au"°"`-''''''' *-"''
FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

PROGRAm DEGREE DEGREE

0-4 6.8 .5 257.4 0, 7.1
5-9 .4 0 282.1 160 35.4
10-14 0 0 147,1 10 24.5
15-19 0 0 114,1 24 44,.7

20-24 0 0 50.5 1.0 35.6
25-29 0 0 44,0

0 21.8
30-35 0 0 15.2 1.0 4.8
3$# 0 0 16,8 0 7.1

TOTAL 7.2 .5 927,2 6.0 181,1

' **oil* '' '' **r ' wow

DOCTORATE TOTAL

0 271.R

1.0 319.4

172.A

160.8

0 87.1

0 656A

0 214

0 23.R

I,Q 11234

REGION 04

YEARS EXPERIENCE

0..4.

59
10-14

15..19.

20q4

L..) 25q9

. LN 30-35

350

TOTAL

NO DEGREE

10.4

6.7
3,3

10.9

10.0

') 2.0

4.0

3.0

50.4

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

TRAINING

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

2.4 535,3

3.0 546.9

2.5 286.1

2.0 230.1

5.5 144.6

9.0 129,4

3.0 59,5
2.0 51,1

29.4 1983,2

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

0

24

5.0

3.0

100

1.5

: 1.0

1.0

14.5

MASTER SPECIALIST

DEGREE
DEGREE

22.1 0

57.5 2.0

39.7 1.0

61,5 0

48,1 0

33,1 0

12.0 ,0
12,1

0

286.3 3,0

DOCTORATE

. 0

1.0

0

a

0

0

0

0

ha

TOTAL

570.3

.619,1

337.7

307.6

20902

175.1

7905

69.2

2367.g

REGION 04 TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

TRAINING _._ ' __.'' .. ' ., . ... . ............. . . . . .. .. .......... ....... .. .......

TwO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER 5RECIAL15T
YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DE5REE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 10.4 2.4 51),1 0 22.4 1.0 1,0 576.4
5-9 6.7 3,0 554.9 2,0 73.7 2,0 240 64463
10-14 3,3 2.5 289,6 5.0 59.2 5.0 1.0 363.7
15-19

20-24

10.9 2.0 242,1 3.0 77,0 1.0 1.0 33760

25-29

11.0

2.0

5.5 152.7

9.0 139,9

1.0

1.5

61.6 1
55.0 0

0

0

2310A

207.4
30-35 4.0 3.0 61,4 14 20.0 0 0 09.4
35, 3.0 2.0 0 ,2 1.0 26.0 0 0 95.2

TOTAL 51.4 29.4 2042.9 14.5 395.0 7.0 5,0 2545,2



REGION 05 SUPERINTENOENT

YEARS EXPERIENCE 'NO DEGREE

TRAINING. * ....

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE . DEGREE

***,,..*.***,*TRe*

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 0 0 0
1.0 a 0 1.0

5-9 0 0 0
2.0 0 1,0 3.0

10-14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

15-19 0 0 0
2.0 1.0 0 3.0

20-24 0 0 0
3,0 0 0 3.0

25-29 0 0 2.0
5.0 0 0 7.4

30-35 0 0 0 0 1,0 1,0 0 2.0

35, 0 0 1.0 0 5.0 0 0 6.0

TOTAL 0 0 19.0 2,0 1,0 25,0

REGION U TOTAL APINISTRATION

YEARS EXPERIENcE NO DEGREE

TRAINING.. .......

TwO YEAR BACHELOR

OEGREE DEGREE

.

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

4 2P.

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

PPP 5

DOCTORATE TOTAL

0.4 0 0 0 0 4.5 0 0 4.5

5.9 0 0 6.9 0 13.5 0 1.0 21.

10-14 0 0 5.6 0
16.1 1.0 0

15-19 0 0 6.5 0 13.2 1.0 0 22.6

20-24 0 0 2,5 .3 6.0 0 0 6.7

its 25-29 0 0 8.8 0 11.8 0 0 20.5

G; 30-35 0 0 5.2 0 3.0 1 0 0 9.?

35' 0 J 5.7 .5 7.0 0 0 13.2

TOTAL 0 0 43.2 7501 340 1.0 1230

REGION 05

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

ELEM. CLASSRDOM TEACHER

- TRAINING
4_0 *

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PRoGRA4

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE

05,4m ma wm

TOTAL

0-4 2.0 0 136,0 1.0 1,5 0 0 140.5

5-9 .5 3.5 113.9 0 6.0 0 0 123.9

10-14 2.0 1.0 44,5 0 5.9 0 0 53,3

15-19 4.0 0 49,0 140 4.0 0 0
58.0

20-24 6.5 2.5 40.3 o 2.0 0 0 51.1

25-29 5.0 2.0 28,5 0 100 0 0
36.5

30-35 2.0 0 13.0 0 0 0 0 15.0

35. 5.0 2.0 28.0 .5 1,0 0 0
366

TOTAL 27.0 11.0 453.2 2.5 21. U U 515.1

558



REGIO 05

YEARS EXPERIENCE

-----

No DEGREE

SECONDARY CLASSPOom TEACHER

, TRAINING

TO YELP BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAm

MASTER
DEGREE

4

5PECIAL1i

DEGREE1

i

0-4 7.3 0 199.1 o 5.0 0!

5-9 0 0 219.7 0 1645 01

10-14 0 103,2 0 16.6 01

15-19 0 0 65,8 0 15.7 0!

20-24 0 0 41.9 1.7 11.2 0!

25-29 0 0 29.7 0 6.2 0!

30-35 0 0 13.8 0 3,0 0!

35* 0 0 13118 0 3.0 0:

,

TOTAL 7,3 0 687.1 1.7 71.2 0!

PEGION 05 TOTAL INSTRuCTIONAL STAFF

-------------- - TRAINING - aWana __

TwO YFAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR mA5TFR SRECIALII

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREEi

0-4 9.3

5-9 2.5

10-14 2,0

15-'19 4.0

20.24 eoo

7.0w
G-, 30-35 2,0

35* 6.0

TOTAL 40

1.0 437.8 1.0 16.0 0:

4,5 414.8 0 37.5 0

1,0 176.9 0 30.8

0 131.6 1.0 25.8 1.0;

345 100.1 1.7 18.1 Oi

2.0 71,0 1.0 12.2 0-

0 36,8 0 5,0 0:

240 42.3 5 9,0

14.0 1411.3 5.2 154.5 1 01

REGION 05

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGdEE

TOTAL PRO ESSIONAL STAFF

TgAINING ,,,.,, ...
TkO YEAR BACHELOR
OEGREE DEGREE

.
FIVE YEAR

PROGRA-

.
MASTER
DEGREE

... .Wffmwmwi

SRECIALI!

DEGREEi

0.4 943 140 437.8 1.0 20.5

5-9 2.5 4.5 421.7 0 5100 0,-

10=14 2.0 1.0 182.5 0 47,0 1.0:

1519 4.0 0 140.1 1.0 39.0

20=24 0.0 3.5 102,6 2.0 24.1

25-29 7,0 2,0 79,7 1.0 24.0 0!

30-35 2.0 0 42,0 0 8.0 1.0;

35. 640 2,0 48,0 1.0 16.0

TOTAL 40.8 14,0 1454.5 6.0 229.5

d6



REGION 06
supERINTENDENT

...***....*-........ TRAINING . * mm *-mw..aw*-.

'EARS EXpERIENCE NO DEGRLE

TwO YEAR

DEGREE

BACHELOR

DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAm

0-4 0 0 0 0

5-4 0 0 1,0 0

10.14 0 0 0 0

15.19 0 0 0 0

20-24 0 0 0 0

25-20 0
0 0

30-35 0 0 e,0 0

35. 0 0 1,0 o

TOTAL 0 0 4,0 0

ww.

MASTER

DEGREE

m _ m 0* m

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE
TOTAL

1.0 1,0 1,0 3.1

4,0 .5
0 5.5

3,0 0 0 3.0

4.0 1.0 0 501

8,5 1,0
0

6.0 0 0 6.0

3,0 0 0 5.0

3.9 0 0 40

33. 3,5 1,0 41.0

REGION 06

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DE EE

TOTAL ADMINIsTRATION

_
TRAINING ...=_.-.

Tip YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGHEE

---

FIVE ,EAR

PRODliAm

..._.____."

mASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE
TOTAL

0-4
3.2 03 9.0 2.0 1,0 15.5

5-9
11.7 0

28.9 1,0 0
41,6

10-14
3,5 0 21.0 .0 1.0 ?6,L

15-19
5.1 0

19.5 1,0 0 25.6

20.24
6.0

19.2 1,0 9
264?

w 25-29
6,5 0

1140 0 0
17.5

50.35 1,0
4,4 LI 7.0 0 0 12,4

35.
.5

4.9 1.0 7.3 0 0
13.9

TOTAL
.2 45.3 1.3 122.9 9 2.0 179.0

REGION 06

YEARJ EXPERIENCE

ELEm. CLASSROOm TEACHER

- - .............- TRAINING

TwO YEAR BACHELOR

NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE'

FIvE YEAR

PRoGRA4

_ -00

MASTER

DEGREE

.. .._.* . .* ... __.a.

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE
TOTAL

0-4 1.0
0 181,8

1.0 0
183.P

5-9 7.0 5.0 1'11,9 0 5,3 0
1894

10-14

15.19

3.0

6.0

3,0

8.5

73,0

61.8

0 2,0

3.5

0

0 0

61.o

81.7

20-24 6.5 610 55,0
0

72.s

25-29 6.0 9.0 440 1.0- 0
53.0

30-35 6.6 3.0 19,6
0 0 0 28.6

354 3,5 3,8 20,5
3,0 0 LI

30.A

TOTAL 43.0 38.3 625,6 0 18,8 0
725.7

563

562



REGION 06

YEARS EXPERIENCE

. .......

NO DEGREE

SECONDARY CLASSROOM TEACHER

.. TRAINING

TO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

- - 7 '''''

FIVE YEAR

'PROGRA4

MASTER ,

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0E4 5.6 0 292-,2.' .7 _
8.0 0 306.5

.0 303,9 1.0 26.4 0 311.5

10-14 ,0 136,2 0 44,9 0 1810

15-19 0 0 99,2 0 32.6 '0 131.8

20-24 0 0 49,6 0 1304 63.0

25=29 0 1.0 20.3 0 18,0
47.3

110=35 0 0 7.8 0 4.4 0 0 12.2

35' 0 0 6,7 1.0 4,7 0 12.A

joTAL 5.8 140 924,0
, 2.7 ' 152..4 0 1086.0

'REGION 06 NUE INSTRUCTIONAL.STAFF-

....... . ......... TRAINING =-*.-----.....- .......... =----

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE_YEAR MASTER SPECIALOT

YCARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE RROGRAm DEGREE DOCTORATEDEGREE TOTAL

0-4 6.6 0 509.0 .7 15,0 0 0 . 6110

5-9 8;2 , 'T.S 579.1 1.0 47.5 0 0 643.3

5.0 249,1 0 64,6 1.1 0 323.9

15-19 . 1.04
9.0 186.4 0

45.3 0 0 250.7
I .,

20.24 6,5 6.0 12 q,15

22.6 0 ',0 126.2

°) 30-15 7,0 4,0 37- ,6 0 l'a 0 0 , 55.6

35* 4.6 4,3 33, i I 0 100 0 0 ' 53.7

TOTAL 57.9 47,0 1885,9 3.7

.. . , ...

238.6 1.1 0 2235.3

--,

REG ON 06 TOTAL PROFESSIONAL 57A(F,
,

T.-: -T- TRAINING
-................ . . ... ...... --. .. .. .... . ........... ...._.

YEARS EXPERIE%CE. NO E1EGR E DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE-74-g-"::::
TWO YEAR BACHtoR ,FIVE YEAR mASTER,. ', SPECIALIST

PROORAm

0-4 6.6 0 592,2 1.0 24i0 2.0 1,0 626.A

5.9 8.2 . 7,5 590,8 1.0 76,4 1.0 0
684.9

10714 4.0 5,0 252,7. 0 85.6 200 1.0 3561

15-1Yr 10.0, 9.0 191,5 0
64,8 1.0 0 276.3

2024. 85 .0 135:0 , 1.0 45.0 1,0 0 196.5

25729 9.0 12.0 89.0 0 33.6 0 0 143.6

3035 8.0 4,0 42,0 0' 14.0 0 6609_ ,

35+ 5.1 .

4.5 38,0 2.0 18.0 0 0

,.

TOTAL 59,4 ,48.0 1931.3 5,0 3616 7,0 2,0 2414,2

56
5,6'



,

REGION 07

YEARS ExpERIENCE

0-4

NO DEGREE

SUPERINTENDENT

TRAINING

NO YEAR

DEGREE

,

BACHELOR

DEGREE

0

5-9 0 0 0

10-14 0 0

15-19 0

20-24 0 0

25-29 0 0 2.0

30-35 0 0 1.8

354 0 0 1.0

TOTAL a 0 4,8

Flu, YEAR

yROGRAm

T.

MASTER

DEGREE

_

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE . TOTAL

0 ô 0. 0

2,0 0 1,0 3.:1

2.0 2,0 0 410

340 , 1.0 2.0 6,0

2.0 1.0 1,0 4,0

1040 0 0 12.6

0 0 0 10;

700 2.0 0 104

26,0 , 6.0 4.0 40,8

REGIC:q 07

YEARS EXPERIENCE

- --

NO DEGREE

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

TRAINIV

To YEAR 6ACmELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PR0GRAm

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DoCToRATE TOTAL

0 3.7 o 5.6 0 1,0, 10.3

5-9 9.4 0 2247 2,0 1.0 3541

10-14
12,5 0 43,4 4,0 2.0 61.9

15=19 a
, 42.1 1,0

tc 20-24 9;6 0 140 1,0 1,0 25,4

25-2
8,3 0 2245 140 1,0 32,9

30-35
3,4 1.0 5,1 0 , .0 R.s

35t 0 6.7 0 11.5 2.0 0 20..?

TOTAL 0 62,6 1.0 167,3 11,0 9 0 25049

.REGION 07

YEAR5 ExPERIENCE

'': 0=4

- .5-9

10-14

15-19

2C-24

25-29

30-35

35#

TOTAL

-

No DEGREE

,

2.5

4.3

440

5,0

6,0

6.0

500

5,0

34.8

ELEM, CLAs5RO0H TEACHER

TRAINING

To YEAR BACHELOR .

DEGREE DEGREE '

o 390,7

2,0 353,7

6,0 111,0

11.0 62.5

5.0 40.0

12,5 59,1

10,0 34.0

6,5 19'.5

40.0 1078.6

FIVE YEAR

PRoGRAm

0

1,0

0

0

0

0

0

a

!

Lc

MASTER

DEGREE

2.5,,

23,5

1.1,5

7.0 @

5.0

1.0

100

200

55,5

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

0

a

DOCTORATE

0

0

0

0

0

a

0

0

TV-L

3L7
38A,A

151.

64.n

78,P1

50,0

33.n

1217.0

;

567



REGION 07
SECONDARY CLASSROOM TEACHER

.................... TRAINING -- --

1x0 YEAR BACHELOR
YEAR EXPERIENCE ND DEGREE

DEGREEDEGREE

- .....................".-

FIVE YEAR MASTER

PROGRAM DEGREE

- 000fti0m.000ra O*.TiwpOW4000..**

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL
0-4 6.2 0 451.5

0 174
0 474,85-9 0 0 571,5 1,0 103.8
0 616,3

10-14
0 0 205,7 0 74.2

2T90915-19 0 0 92.5 1.0 33.0
1264520-24 1.0 0 52,6 1.0 17,4
72,025-29 0 0 4243

0 13.5
55.8

30-35
0 0 12.2 0 309

16,1
35+ 0 0 808 0 54'

0 14,6

TOTAL 7.2 0 1437.1 3.0 268.7
0 1716.0

REGION 07
TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

*w.O.wwWW-ww4a. W TRAINING

T40 YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALISTYEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 10.6 0
1109,4 0 36,1 .4 1.0 1157.55-9 5,3 MI 111405 200 076,6 0 0 1302010-14 2.0 74 376,0

0 110,9 1.0 0 496.915-19 7.0 7,0 190.9 200 55,2 0 262.1
..:-.,

20=24 8.0 6,0 123.4 1.0 32,7 0 171010 25-24 6.0 12.5 120,3 0 20,9
159,730-35 5.0 11,0 53.8 0 7.9
77,735t 5,0 7.5 37.3

0 9,9 0 6007

TOTAL 49.9 55,0 3125,6 5.0 450,4 1,4 1 0 3688,4

REGION 07

YEAR EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

TRA!Nm ----

TWo YEAR bACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

......................

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAm

- -

MASTER

DEGREE

- ..............

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

*0000 0,&000wii00wwo...4.

DOCTORATE TOTAL

0.4 10.6 0 1113,1 0 41.7
.4 2,0 1167015-9 5,3 4,0 1123.9 2.0 199.5

2.0 1,0 1337,510-14 2.0 7.0 388.5 0 154,3 510 2,0 558,815-19 7.0 7,0 199.9 2.0 97.4 1.0 3,0 317.32(;-24 8,0 6.0 133.0 1.0 47.0 1.0 1,0 197,025-29 6.0 12,5 128.6 0 43.4
1,0 1,030-35 5.0 11.0 57,2 1,0 13.0 0 0 87.235 6.0 7.5 44,0

0 21.4 2.0 0 80.8

TOTAL 49.9 55.0 3188.2 6.0 617,7 12.4 10,0 3939.3

'06



REGION 08

YEA EXPERIENCE

........ ..

ND DECRE

SUPERINTENDENT

....* . TRAINING * .. WP..........**...................***..***4..*********...**--0.**....***

.

TwO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR mASTER SPECIALIST

DEGREE DEGREE ,RROGRAm
DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE

. ..*....

TOTAL

0-4
0

0 0
0 0

5-9

4,5 0 .3 4.4

10-14 0 0
0 1.0 0 14

1S-19 1.0 0 o 0 2.0
1.0 4.0

20.24
1.0

0 6,7 0 1,0 80

25-29
,4 410 0 0 4.4

30.35
1,0 7.0 0 0 8.0

350
0 0 0 7,5 0 0 7.;

TOTAL 1,0 1.0 1,4 0
31,7 1.0

2,3 38.4

REGION 08
TOTAL A:HINIsTRATION

mum* ...........-
,,..

... ......

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIvF YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

TEARS EXPERIENCE
No DEGREE CE0REE DEGREE PROGRAm DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE

TOTAL

0'4 0
140 .8 0 1,5 0 0 3.3

5-9 0
0 4,4 0 25,9 1,0 .7

32.1

10-14 0

16.7 1,0 1.0
23.7

15-15
1.0

0 3,0 0 19,5 0 1,0 24.5

u-e4 0 1.0 e.9 0 12.5 1.0 1E0 18,4

25-29 0 0 ,4 0 19.1 0 0 22.

30-35 0 0 2,2 0 12.0 0 0
141?

35. 0 0 2,2 0 13,0 0 0 15.2

TOTAL 1.0
2.0 23.9 0 1202.

3,7 153.A

REGION 08

RS EAPER1ENCE NO DEGREE

LLEH, CLASSROOM TEACHER

TRAININ

T4 YEAR 84ChELN

DE0REE DEGREE

.***.*..4.........P.....*%.:W.4..****...
Flq YEAR RASTER SPECIALIST

PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE

....****0

TOTAL

0-4 1.0 3,5 131.7 1.5
137,7

5-9 6,9 2,5 101,1
3,0

113.0

10-14
M 403 a4.7

1,5
0 77.7

15-1g 3.5 5.0 61.8
3,0

0
73,3

20.24
?5 4.0 54.2

0 66.0

25-29 ::.0
5.0 49,8

0
0 59.R

30.35
110 6.0 34,0

1,0
0 42,0

35,
3,0 6.0 25,8

:0 1,0 0
35,8

TOTAL
29.9 36,0 523,2

16.2 1,0 O 606,3

571

570



REDION 08

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

SECONDARY CLASSRO-M TEACHER

TRAINING

TOO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 5.4 0 273,7 0 9.0 0 0 28741

59 1,0 0 312,8 .2 25.5 0 0 3390

10-14 1,0 0 131,3 22.5 0 0 154,P,

15-19 0 0 63,3 21.9 0 0 85.2

2044 0 0 36.9 12,4 0 0 49.2

25-29 0 0 3503 10.2 0 0 4640

30-35 0 0 15,8 6.0. 0 0 214

35. 0 0 11.6 3.7 0 0 15.5

IOTAL 7,4 661.5 110.2 0 0 999.2

REGION OB TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

TRAINING 7-

TO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

E EkIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PrIGRA4 DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 7.6 3.5 ..,31.4 0 13.5 0 0 5060

S4i 12.3 3,0 493,5 ,2 41.5 0 .3 5500

10-14 ;.0 4.5 223,0 0 33,9 0 0 269.4

15-19 7.5 5 157,1 0 35.1 0 0 205.2

20q4 4.5 5,6 113.8 0 23.5 1.0 0 148.4

25-29 6.0 5. 95,6 0 13.9 0 0 120.5

30-35
tz.

354

2.0 W 51.8

49,4

0

0

7.0

6.?

0

1,0

0

a

66.P

65.6

TOTAL 50.9 39. I 1665.5 .2 174,7 2.0 1932.7

REGION 00

YEARS EXPERIENCE

0-4

5-9

1M4
15-19

Z0-24

5-29

3C-35

TOTAL

NO DEOREE

7.6

12.3

8,0

8.5

44

64

2.0

3.0

51.9

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

TA:NING

TwO YLAR BACHELOR

DEC<E DEGREE

4,5 482,2

3,0 497.9

4,5 226,0

5,5 18.1

6,6 AI
5.0 99,

6.0 54.0

6.0 51,6

41.1 1689,5

_o_7 o

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

0

.-_=

MASTER

DEGREE

15,0

67.4

50.6

54.6

36.0

33.0

19.0

19.2

294.9

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

0

1,0

1.0

0

2.0

0

0

1.0

5.0

DOCTORATE

0

1,0

1,0

1,0

1,0

0 .

0

0

4,0

TOTAL

509.3

56203

293.1

Ma
166.8

143,0

81.0

80.8

2086.5

57 3



REGION 09 SUPERINTENDENT

- TRAINING -- --_

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

YEARS ExPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE OEGREE

0-4
0

0 0

5-9
0

0 0

10-14
0 0 0

15-19
0

0 1,0

20-24
0

0 1,0

25-29 0
0 1.0

30-35
0

0 1,0

35*
0

0
3,0

TOTAL
0

0
1,0

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

q PP VW0000WW.....

MASTER SPECIALIST

DEGREE DEGREE DOCTOPATE.
TOTAL

0

1.3 0

4.0 0

5.0 0

5.0

0.0 2.0

6.0 0

1.7 1.0

0
31,0 3.0

REG101.1 09 TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

TRAINING

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YtAR MASTER

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE OEGREE PROGRAM
DEGREE

04 a 0 2,6 0
3.0

5.9
o 5,9 0

16.9

10.14
0 0 BIO 0

27.4

15-19 0
0 9,7 0

24,4

Lk; 20.24
0

0 7,4 0
20,7

L' _

25-29
0

0 3,3 0
16,0

30.35
0 0 4,8 0 11.7

354
0

0 8,9 1.0 11,4

TOTAL
0 50,6, 1.0 132.3

REGION 09 ELEM. CLASSROOM TEACHER

....... .. ......... TRAINING

To0 YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

NO DEGREE DEGREE
OEGREE ' PROGRAM DEGREE

DEGREE DOCTORATE
TOTAL

YEARS EXPERIENCE

200,6 206.5

204.6

20-24
.0

25-29

30.35

10.14

0.4

35.

5

4,0
4,0

2.0
1,0 29.0

7.03,0
5.0

1.0

1,0

1,0

5.0

4.0

2.0

3.5

0

182,0

57,9

44,0

79,0

71,4

2360

100

1,0

0
.

0

0

0
17.5

15131

13.0

2.0

1.0

15-19 4.0

0

0

0
0

63.1

3300

39.0

TOTAL
28.5 24.5 607.4 2.0

64.9

0

1,0

1,0

1,0

1.3

5.0

7.0

7.0

1100

7.0

5.7

3,0,
44.0

SPECIALIST

.

DEOREE DOCTORATE
TOTAL

U 0 6.4

2.0 0
240

40 1,0 38.4

2.0 1.0
37,0

0
1,0

29.1

2.0 1.0 22.3

1.0
0 11.5

1.0
0 a2,3

10.0 4,0 1974

.%_..w. ...... S...oRbsomogworwwW4wmo.0 . . m...0.

r t
i

t) 7 5



REGION 09

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

SECONDARY CLASSROOM TEACHER

TRAINING

To0 YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE
DEGREE

FIVE

PROGRAM DEGREE

..... W. ...

SFECIALII

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 14 0 309,7 0 14.4 0 .3 325 9

5-9

10-14

.6

0

0

0

331.1

154.8

0

0

55.6

59.6

1.0

0

1,0

0

389.3

214,4

15-19 0 0 95.5 1.0 51.7 1.0 0 144.2

20-24 1.0 0 55.6 0 Z1.0 0 1.0 78.6

25q9 0 0 46.4, 110 28.1 1.0 0 76,5

30-35 0 0 16.3 0 9.9 0 0 26.2

35' 1.0 0 15.1 0 6.7 0 0 22.8

TOTAL 4.1 a 1024.6 2.0 247.0 3.0 3 1283.0

REGION 09

YEARS E PER1ENCE

0-4

5-4

10-14

15-19

20-24

25-29
4-- =

30-35

354

TOTAL

REGION 09

YEARS EXPERIENCE

0-4

5-9

10.14

15.19

20.24

25.29

30-35

35#

TOTAL
,

NO DEGREE

7.5

7.6

1.0

4.0

7.0

5.0

4.0

3.0

34.1

NO DEGREE

7.5

7.6

1,0

4.0

7,0

5,0

4.0

3.0

39,1

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

TRAINING - -
TWO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

1.0 637,4

4.0 603,8

3.0 276,3

5.0 207.3

3.5 134.4

4.0 106.1

5.0 47.2

1.0 53,1

26.5 2065.6

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

TRAINING . .........

TwO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

1,0 640,0

4.0 609,7.

3,0 284,3

5.0 217,0

305 141.8

4,0 109,4

5.0 52.0

1.0 62.0

26,5 2116,2

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAw

0

1.0

0

1.0

1.0

1.0

0

0

4.0

. _ . . . .......

FIvE YEAR

PRoGRAM

0

1.0

0

1.0

1.0

1.0

0

1,0

.

. .._.....& . ...--

MASTER

DEGREE

24,7

96.0

82.7

87,3

39.3

49,6

1613

18.8

4144

_

MASTER

DEGREE

28.5

11209

11041

111.7

60,0

65.6

28,0

30.2

917,0

p . .. . ......

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

0

1,0

2.0

3,0

0

1,0

0

0

7.0

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

0

3,0

4,0

500

0

3,0

1,0

1.0

11,0

p,04.__. .. W. . ...w.....

DOCTORATE TOTAL

.3 6700

2,4 715.4

0 365.0

1,0 30846

1.0 18642

110 167.7

0 72.5

0
750

5.7 256217

DOCTORATE TOTAL ,

,3 677.3

2,4 740.6

1,0 403.4

2,0 345.7

2,0 215.3

2,0 .
190.0

0 9040

0 98.2

9,7 2760,5

r



REGION 10

YEARS EARERIENCE

0=4

No pEOREE

5.0 0

lo-14 0

15-1,9 0

20-24 0

25-29 0

30-35 0

35. 0

TOTAL 0

SUPERINTENDENT

TRAINING
-

TO YEAR BACHELOR

..

Pt
DEGREE DEGREE

EAR

AH

W

REG1oN 10 TOTAL ANINISTRATI N

;;40'ylERAARININO
...........,e.

BACHELOR flk ;','"

f q.,,, alet..00%_ . _

041 VECIALIST
TO*TA-L

DEGREE

pRDt,.OR

0

0

0

0

0

0

DEGREE

13.4

10.6

10.7

8.0

4.5

1.5

404

lio0

LI

0

0

°'
116t

DEGREE

50
0'7

3P
3P,S

Pa
04 2,0

2.7

3,0

6.0

0

0

DOCTORATE

'6.0

2.0

3,0

2.0

5.0

1,0

57642!

4267..;

0

0

5.5

6,5
1,0

0

0

21'2

IM 1.0

0 1.0

1,0

0 60.7
a.0

0'4 14.7 21.0 3440

YEARS EXPERIENCE

0-4

5-9

10-14

15-1;
g-
z. 20-24

u 25-29

30-25

35.

TOTAL

NO DEGREE

0

0

1.0

0

0

0

0

0

1.0

REGION 10

YEARS ExPERIENCE NO DEGREE

0-4 1.0

5-9 7,0

10-14 2.5

15-19 1.0

20-24 3.0

25-29 1.0

30-35 3.0

35. 0

TOTAL 18.5

578

0

0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1,0

1.0

2.0

7.0
a

*ON000***00

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE' TOTAL

5 5 1.0 1.0

1,0 1.0 1.0 5.0

P13 0 2,0 5.8

60 10 1.0 9.0

0 0 1,0 8.0

0(1
2.0 1,0 10.0

0 0 0 7.0

04 0
0 7.0

#18 44 7,0 52.8

ELEM. CLASSROOM %AMER

TRAINING .........

TwO YEAR BACHELOR

PEGREE
DEGREE '

1.0 297.4

S. 571,4

3.0 151,0

7.0 114.0

3,0 90.7

3,0 99.7

1,0 56.8

2.5 .
66.0

25,5 1446.9

pR YEAR

RAH

a0
CfER

OPRE

0E6

9.0

46'0

150

sPECIALIsT

DEGREE

0

0

.3

...... op..rwroro.#

DOCTORATE TOTAL

0 308.4

0 629.4

0 192.2

0

ihO 0
0

143.0

0.
0 0

0 106.7

0
1

9.0 1.0 0 113.7

0
942 0

0 71.0

1,0

;1%
a 0

0 79.5

0

1,0
6

1643.8

579



REGION 10

YEARS ExpERIENcE,

SECONDARY CLASSROOM TEACHER

........ . ........... TRAINING .. ...

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

No DEGREE .DEOREE DEGREE

0

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

. *WWOR*RPPW*RpRRW .. ,RR* .....

MASTER SPECIALIST

DEGREE DEGREE

* .. OORS*WWROROM*000ORPONMO

DOCTORATE TOTAL

0=4 7,6 0 516,5 0 24,9 0 0 549,1

5.9 3.0 0 573.2 160 150,1 0 0 72763

10.14 0 0 204,8 1.0 17165 0 0 377,3

15.19 1.0 0 131.2 0 15303 0 0 285.5

20.24 160 0 79,2 0 69,0 0 0 149,2

25-29 0 0 57,2 0 41.2 1,0 0 9964

3035 0 0 13,2 0. 13.6. 0 0 2608

354 0 0 18,1 0 1764 0 0 3565

TOTAL 12.6 0 1593.4 2.0 641.1 1.0 0 2250.1

REGION 10 TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

TRAINING 4.* 104

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PRoDRAm DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0=4 17.6 3.0 1059,5 0 66,2 0 2,0 1148,4

5-9 126 7,0 137107 1.0 26063 2 0 1,6 165661

10-14 2.5 5,0 427,1 1.0 254.0 .3 0 68969

15-19 3.0 760 317,7 0 221.3 1,0 0 550.0

,LN 20-24 5,0 4.0 210,3 0 108.0 1,0 0 3280

m 25-29

30-35

1.0

44

4.0 184.5

1.0 94,4

1.0

2.0

68.5

40,8

310

0

1,0

0

262.9

142,2

354 Ii 2.5 9401 1.0 41.4 0 0 140.0

TOTAL 4605 33.5 3759,3 660 1060.6 7,3 406 4917.8

REGION 10

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

. TRAINING ..........

TwO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

.. ............

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0.4 17.6 3.0 106100 0 684 0 4,0 1154,0

5-9 12.4 7,0 1385,1 1.0 .
299.0 4,0 2,6 1711.1

10-14 3.5 5.0 437,6 2.0 306.4 3.0 6.0 76305

15-19 3.0 7,0 328.5 0 270.0 4.0 3,0 615,4

20-24 '5.0 4.0 218,3 , 0
140,2 1.0 2,0 3706

25-29 1.0 4,0 189,0 1,0 9900 9,0 6,0 . 309,0

30-35 4.0 160 99,9 200 624 0 100 169,9

35, 100 2.5 100.6
. 2.0 6110 100 1,0 169.1

TOTAL 47,5 33.5 3828.0 860 13060 22,0 25,6 062,6

580 r



REGION 11
SUPERINTENDENT

.... .. .. . .. ... . . . . .. TRAINING

TwO YEAR BACHELOR Flu.E YEAR
mASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE
PROGRAM

DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE
TOTAL

0-4
0

0
1.0

0
0

0
2,0 3.0

5-9
0

0
1.0 0

2.0
1.0

3.0
7.0

10-14
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

" 15-19
0

0
0

0
2,0

0 2.0
4.0

20-24
0

0
0 0

4.0 .
1.0

6.0
11.0

25-29
0 0

1.0 0
6.0

1.0
3,0 11.0

30-35
1

0 1.0
0

1.0 1.0
4.0 7.0

35.
0

0
2.0 0

3.0
1.0 1,0

70

0
0

6,0 0
16.0

5.0
21,0

TOTAL

REGION 11
TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

TRAINING ' = ' . ' ............

TwO YEAR BACHELOR
FIVE YEAR

MASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE
NO DEGREE

DEGREE
DEGREE PROGRAM

DEGREE DEGREE DoCTORATE
TOTAL

0-4
0

0 26.6 1.0
33,8 1.0

11.0
73.4

5-9
1.0

0
94.2

0
106.2

9.6 24.0
235.1

10-14
1.0

0 Oa o
136.9 14.0 13,0

232.1

15-19
1,0

0 80.7 0
17714 25,6

36.0 320.7

20-24
0

0 59.9 0
176,4 26.8 19.0

282.2

25-29
1.0

0
52,9 0

171.7 16.0
20.0

261.5

30-35
1.0

0 19.0
0

65.6 4.0
11.0 100.6

35.
1.0

1.0 25.2 0
71.1 3.0

6.0
107.3

6.0
1.0 426,7 1.0

939.2 100.0
140,0

1613.9

TOTAL

REGION 11
ELEM. CLASSROOM TEACHER

,

TRAINING............
. .. .

.................. . =....... . .. ........
..... . ...

.......... . .......... .

TwO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR
MASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE
DEGREE OEGREE

PROGRAm
DEGREE DEGREE

DOCTORATE
TOTAL

0-4
8.5

1.0 1152,5
100

26.1 2,0
0

119141

5-9
7.0

2,5
2484,0 1.0

12805
1.0 05

2624.5

10-14
0

6.0 1096,6
0

150.5 2,0
3,0

125801

15-19
1.0

8.0 606.5
0

8705 1.0
1.0

7050

20-24
7.5

6.5 382.0
0

58.0 100
0

454.9

25-29
1200

14.0 235.0 1.0
4510 0

0
307.0

30-35
5.0

5,0 113,0
0

25.0
0

0
148,0

35.
4.0

11.0 129.0
0

14.5
0

0
158.5

TOTAL
45.0

54,0 6196,5
3.0

535.1 700
4,5 6847,1

583



REGION 11

YEARS EXPERIENCE

, _ _

NO DEGREE

5EC0NDARY CLASSROOM fEACHER

_ TRAINING

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PRoGPAm

mASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE

0-4 41.9 1.0 1508.2 0 187.1 0 1.0

5-9 9.0 1,0 2401.7 1.0 476.6 3.8 4,0

10-14 1.0 1.0 1079.0 0 502.6 3.6 3,4

15-19 0 0 781.5 0 577.7 3.6 4.8

20-24 0 0 410,4 0 332.1 2.2 2.0

25-29 0 0 320.2 2.0 229.5 2.0
3.0

30-35 0 0 100.0 O. 60.8. 2.0 1.0

35' 0 1.0 81,5 0 53.9 0 2.0

TOTAL 51.9 4.0 6662,6 3.0 2420.3 17.2 21.2

REGION II TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

TRAINING

TWO YEAR aACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTUL SPECIALIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE

0-4 68.3 7,0 3445.8 2.5 398.6 9.0 2,0

5-9 32.2 7.5 5985,4 2.0 957,8 18,4 12,0

10-14 6.0 10.0 2682,4 200 850,4 , 11,6 11,4

15-19 15:0 12.0 1726.5 2.6 907.2 12,4 17,0

2024 15:0 905 974.1 2.0 582,0 12.2 5,0

25-29 19.0 18,0 682,3 4,0 , 368.3 3.0 9,0

30-35 8.0 8.0 276.2 0 13303 3.0 1,0

35* 4.0 13.0 256,1 0. 110.1 1,0 3,0

TOTAL 167.6 85.0 16026,7 15,1 4327,8 ,70,6 60,4

REGION 11 TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

TOTAL

1739,3

2697,1

1590.6 ,

13670

746.6

556.6

163.8

138.4

9200.1

TOTAL

3933.2

7015.4

3573.A

2692.7

1599.A

1123,6

429.4

387.2

20755.2

TRA/NING .,..,.. ....................... pp ---- PPWP - ........0-...-=

TwO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR WASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEOPa DEGREE DEGREE PRoGRAm DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

4006,6

7250.4

3607.0

301364

18824

13650

494,5

22369.1

. 585

0-4 68.3 700 3472,4 305 432,4 1000 13.0

5-9 33,2 7,5 6079.7 2.0 1064.0 28,0 36,0

10-14 7,0 1000 2750.6 2.0 987,4 25,6 24,4

15-19 16.0 12.0 1807.1 2.6 1084,6 38,0 53.0

20-24 15.0 9.5 1034.0 : 2.0 758.5 39,0 24.0

25-29 20.0 18.0 735,1 4.0 560,0 19,0 29,0 ,

30-35 9:0 8,0 295.1 0 198,9 700 12;0

350 510 14.0 261.3 0 181.2 4,0 9,0

TOTAL 173.6 86.0 16455,5 1601 5267.0 170,6 200,4

581



STATE TOTAL SUPERINTENDENT

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

. . TRAINING . .........

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

. . . . ..

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

........ ..

MASTER

DEGREE

............... .....

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

. .. ........

DOCTORATE

. .&"

TOTAL

0=4 0 0 1.0 0 3,0 1,0 4,0 9.0

5=9 a 0 3.0 0 26.3 2.5 7.3 39.2

10=14 0 0 1.0 0 19.3 3.0 5.0 28.3

15419 1.0 0 4,0 0 36.8 5,0 10.7 57.5

20=24 1.0 2.0 0 46.2 . 5.0 10.0 64.2

25'29 0 8,9 0 61.8 5.0 7.0 820

30=35 0 1.8 0 43,3 2.0 5.0 58.2

35* 0 16.7 0 51.1 4.0 1.0 72.7

TOTAL 1.0 1.0 44.4 287.8 27.5 50.0 411,7

STATE TOTAL ASST. SUPERINTENDENT

-- .. TRAINING

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FI4E04R MASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

04 0 0 0 Id 5.0 0 3.0 9.0

5-9 1.0 0 6,9 0 10.0 1.5 10.0 29.4

10-14 0 0 3.2 0 5.0 1.0 3.0 12.2

15-19 1.0 0 3.2 0 20.3 2,0 7,0 33.5

20-24 1.0 0 4,0 0 21.2 3.0 3.0 32.2

L., 25-29 0 0 3.5 0 23.5 2,0 6.0 35.0

+, 30-35
t6

35'

0

1.0

0

0

1.0

4.5

0

0

5.5

11,0

100

1.0

2.0

1.0

9.5

18.5

TOTAL 4.0 0 26,3 1.0 101.5 11.5 35,0 179.3

STATE TOTAL KINDERGARTEN

- TRAINING -- - .. "
TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DocTORATE TOTAL_

0=4 3:5 1.0 293.9 0 5.5 0 0 303.9

5=9 5.0 4.0 39040 0 10.0 0 0 409.0

10=14 1*5 6.0 185.9 1.0 7.0 0 .5 201.9

15-19 S. 0 5.0 139.1 0 13.5 0 0 165.6

20q4 3.0 5.0 94.5 0 8.5 0 0 111.0

25.29 3.5 4.0 57.5 0 7.0 0 0 12.0

30*35 240 7.0 36.5 0 6.0 0 0 51.5

35, 1.0 2.5 24.0 0 2.5 0 0 30.0

TOTAL 27.5 34.5 1221,4 100 604 0 :5
134408

586



STATE TOTAL ELEM. PRINCIPALS ASST.

............ .. TRAINING

TwO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE 'PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

g@g . Ogg@ . g=40.0

DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 0 0 1.8 0 9.8 1 0 0 12.7

5-9 0 0 23.0 0 71.6 3.5 2,0 100.1

10-14 1.0 0 32.5 0 130,0 13,7 5,0 182.3

15-19 0 .0 42,2 0 120.0 6,9 7,3 176.5

20-24 .5 0 40.8 0 7543 9.1 4,9 130.7

25-29 0 0 38.5 0 75.2 8.0 1,0 1240

30.'35 1.0 0 12.4 1.0 37.3 3.8 1.0 56.5

354 .5 1.2 30.3 1.5

.

38.5 1.0 1,0 74.0

TOTAL 3.0 1.2 221.5 2.5 557.9 47.0 24.3 85764

STATE TOTAL SEC. PRINCIPALS ASST.

. . ............. TRAINING
. -..'.-'"- . = gmmigiggg'w '

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVF YEAR RASTER SPECIAtIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 0 0 2.9 0 23.2 2.0 5.0 33.1

5-9 .9 0 27.2 0 96.3 8.0 6,0 138.3

10-14 1.0 0 16.5 1.0 124,6 8.9 13.0 184.9

15-19 0 0 19.1 0 148.9 13.3 8,0 189.3

L.-

20-24 0 0 15.7 0 132.3 9.8 4.0 161.A

o 25-29 0 0 19.5 0 117.3 9,0 8,0 153.8

o 30-35 0 0 9.2 0 40.8 0 2.0 . 52.0

35' 0 0 14.5 1.0 43.8 1.0 1.0 61.3

TOTAL 1.9 0 124,5 2.0 72711 52.0 47,0 95405

STATE TOTAL

YEARS E'xPERIENCE NO DEGREE

OTHER ADMINISTRATION

- TRAINING ....-..........

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

OEGREE , DEGREE

'' , '' .........,

FIVE YEAR

PRoGRAM

.. ... .

MASTER

DEGREE

. .. .. .. ... . ....

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

.. ...... ...........

DOCTORATE, TOTAL

0-4 0 2.0 42.7 .3 29.1 0 4.0 70,0

5.9 0 0 112.4 0 95.2 4,1 B.4 217.1

10-14 1.0 0 79.2 0 103.8 3,0 4.0 191.0

15-19 0 0 95.7 0 112.7 9.0 17.0 234,4

20-24 0 0 56.9 . .3 82.3 5.9 3.1 148.4

25-29 1.0 0 39.6 0 73.3 2.0 7,0 . 1220

30-35 1.0 0 22.5 0 32.0 0 3,0 58.5

35. 0 0 23.1 . 1.0 35.2 0 3,0 62.3

3.0 2.0 472,0 1.5 563.6 24.0 46,4



STATE TOTAL

YEARS EXPERIENCE

TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

.................... TRAINING - ---- ...*.m-..

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE

-------- -_--

FIVE YEAR MASTER

PROGRAM DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE

0.4 0 2,0 48,4 103 7040 4.0 16.0

59 1.9 0 172,6 0 299.4 19,6 30,1

10.14 3.0 0 132,5 1.0 38227 29,5 30,0

. 15.19 2.0 .0 164,1 0 .
438,8 36,3 50.0

20-24 1.5 1.0 119.4 .3 357,2 32,8 25,0

25.29 1.0 0 109.9 0 351.1 26,0 31,0

30.35 200 0 52.6 1.0 159.0 6.8 13,0

7.0 '

35# 1.5 1.2 89,0
,

3.5 17916 7.0

TOTAL 12.9 4,2 868,1 100 2237.9 162,0 202.1 ,

STATE TOTAL ELEM. CLASSROOM TEACHER

..... ------ .. .... TRAINING .. . . =

TWO YEAR BACHELOR F1VF YEAR MASTER SPECIA1IST
,

0-4 23.0 6,9 a.0

DEGREE...., , DOCTORATE ,_.. TOTAL

210 0

:199

7-YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAiA

5-9 41.6 3106 ?4962 3.11

PLn

20=24
k.,

25.29

10-14

15,19

2306

45.7

62.5

47.0

28.5 1996.1

46.5

53.0

73.5

T667:

721.6

. 1.0

3.0

2.

200

111,i

1.0

3,3

1.0

1.0

1.0

3.0

100

15

0

0

2:4224:

16234

1181.3

30-35 32.0 43,0 409,3 2,0 .2 0 538.7

35. 26.5 49.8 424.1 1.5 4745 1.0 -,.,,,. -0
552.4

TOTAL 310.1 335.0 13480,4 16.5 1082.6 104 4.5 1523907

TOTAL
_

141,7

52401

578.1

69122

51900

234.6

266.8

3515.4

STATE TOTAL SECONDARY CLASSROOM TEACHER

........ . .... ...-.. TRAINING _.... . .. .... ........,.... ...-0__... .

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVF YEAR MASTER SPECIAIIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE ' PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL --,

0-4 103.6 1.5 4420.2 .7 292.6 0
,

1.3 4819.9

5.9 16.3 2.0 5715.6 5.2 995.3 4,6 6.5 61410

10-14 3.6 1.0 2599.5 2.0 1036.0 3.7 3.4 3649.3

15=19 3.4 .2 1729.0 4.0 10614 4.9 4,8 214.2

20-24 5.0 0 941.6 6.3 606.5 3.2 3.0 1565,6

25-29 0 1.0 719,2 4.0 425.7 4.0 4.0 11510

30=35 0 0 252.7 1.0 135.5 2.0 2.0 393.2

35. 3.0 1.0 207.9 16 125.0 0 2,0 340.4

..e

_

TOTAL

590

137.0 6.7 16585.1 24.8 4664.4 22.7 21,0 21488.3

591



STATE ToTAL

YEARS EXPERIENCE, NO DEGREE

OTHER INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

TRAINING

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

,DEGREE DEGREE

0.4 37.6 10,5
1068,2

5.9 31.1 11.0
1,833,1

10.14 10,2 7,5
757.8

15.19 20.7 4,0
556.1

20-24 18.5 3.6 328.8
25.29

30.35

35*

12.5

7.0

4.1

7.0

0

1,0

225.7

117.9

97.2

TOTAL 141.6 4.6 5784.8

STATE TOTAL

YEARS ExPERIENCE NO DEGREE

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL sTAFF

TRAINING ..

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

0-4 167.8 19.0 9559,6'

5-9 102d 48,8
12585,2

10-14 3901 43,0
$541.3

5.19 77.8 57,7
3760.3

zr, 20-24 89.0 610 2332.4

1.11 25.29 6300 85.5 1724,0

30-35 41,0 50,0 816,4

35* 360 54,3 753.2

TOTAL 616.3 420,8 37072,4

STATE TOTAL

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

'TOTAL PROFE5sIONAL STAFF

TwO YEAR ORBACHEL
DEGREE DEGREE

0=4 167,8 2169 9608,0

5-9 101.9 48,8 12757,0

10-14 42.1 43,0
5613,8

15-19 756d 57,7 3924,4

20-24 50,5 62.6 2451,8

25-29 64.0 65,5
1833.9

30-35 43,0 50,0 869,2

35* 38.1 55.5 842,2

TOTAL 629.1 425.0 37961.1

vt%....

FIn
0106144

1.0

4

4

110

3%0

FIVE t

pR0

65

-ge

'14450

400

i9),!

311,

10,1

184,;
030.

84,

43/J

4Asf406

t40J
460.!
1600
110,64

65bd,,

76,a

'NFIVE A 4

PRO6$

10

4
C

430.

sz.1

Ak
-,90m0**0'*'%%* ..

SPECIALIST

°OPEC

. .00006. . ..

DOCTOPATE

...... goodpe

TOTAL

7.4 4,0 2222.7

17.6 12,3 2488.7

1110 7,0 1167.6,

11.8 12,2 998.3

11,0 3.0 66814

2,0 8.0 445.3

1,0 0 210.0

1,0 1.0 190.0

62,8 47,5 8391.6

I.

pEcIALIST

CEGREE

Mio.60
DOCTORATE

. .. mmm,,

TOTAL

9,4 5.3 10406.4

23,4 19.3 14656.4

18.1 13,9 7361.0

17.7 18.0 5601.7

15.2 6.0. 3532.4

7.0 12,0 2599.8

3.2 2,0 1193.3

2.0 3.0 1113.3

96,0 79.5 46464,,

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

13.4 21.3 10548,1

43.0 50.0 151804

47.6 43,9 7939.8

54.0 68.0 6292.9

48.0 31,0 4069.6

33.0 43.0 , 3118.8

10.0 1428.0

9.0 10.0 142.1

258.0 282.1 49979.8

_



ENROLL CHANGE 1 SPERINTENOENT

TABLE 5

...... . . . ........... MAINING ..........m.. . . ... .........dioho

TMO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR RAPER . SPECIALIST

.YEAR5 EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DOREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

6.000060-660 046 . -6.4604660060
00040040006

0-4 0 0 1,0 0

5-9 a 0 a 0

10-14 0 0 0 0

15.19 0 0, 0 0

20.24 0 1,0 1.0 0

25.29 0 0 3.0 0

30-35 0 0 1,0 0

35. 0 0
1,0 0

TOTAL 0 1.0 7.0 0

ENROLL CHANGE 1 , TOTAL OOMINISTRATION

YEARS EXPERIENCE

0.4

5.9

10.14

15.19

Y' 20.24

25.29

30.35

35*

TOTAL

ENROLL CHANGE I

YEARS EXPERIE'NCE

0-4

54
1014

15-19

20-24

25-29

30.35

35.

TOTAL

591

110

400

0

a

, 0

310

2.0

4,0

1.0 1.0 0 2.0

34 0 1,0 4.4

6,0 2.0 2,0 14.0

10.0 1,0 1,0 .15.0
'

4.0 0 1,0 600 ,.

5.0 2.0 0 8.0

36.0 6,0 8,0 58.0

NO DEGREE

+E.... TRAINING

IMO YEAR

DEGREE

BACHELOR

DEGREE.

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

OEGREE

406 0

5PECIA11ST

DEGREE

0 0= -= .

DOCTORATE

0-0-44 .. 0-00

.

. TOTAL

0 0 9,3 0 13.6 0 1,0 23.0

1.0 0 33.6 0 46.6 2.0 7,0 90.1

0 0, 25,2 1.0
77.4 9.7 5,0. 1180

0 0 33.5 0 72.5 4,0 5.0 1150

0 1.0 18,6 0 . 50.6 7,0 3,0 00,2

a a 11,2 0 34.4 4.0 2.0 51,5

0 0 10,3 a
16.1 0 1,0 27.4

0 0 13,4 0 11.2 2.0
0 32.4

1.0 1.0 155,1 1.0 328.3 28,7 24,0 539.0

NO DEGREE

ELEM. CLASSROOM TEACHER

TRAINING....

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

4 ..... 4 .........

FRE YEAR

PROGRAM

4..,0,.

. MASTER

DEGREE

.. .4

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

. 4. 06 0 ...

DOCTORATE

.....

TOTAL

2,0 1.0 064.5 1.0 11.5 1.0
881.0

13.J 9.0 971,7 1.0 27.0 0
1021.R

1.0 9.0 375.0 , 0 27.A .3
4j3

4,0 9.0 179.2 0 12.2 0
204,4

9.0 5.5 95.5 0 7.0 a
111.0

9.0 14.0 01,0 1.0 3.0
10R.0

4.0 6.0 44,0 1.0
5.2 a a 60.2

6.0 7.0 39.2 0 4,0
56.2

48.4 60.5 2650,1 4.0 9141 1-3
2061.R



ENROLL CHANGE 1 SECONDARY CLASSROOM TEACHEP

TRAINING . ... .

Tg0 YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER IPECIALIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAm DEGREE. DEGREE

0-4 6.d 0

5-9 1.6 0

10-14 0 0

15-19 0 0

20-24 0 0

25-29 0 0

30-35 0 0

354. 1.0 0

TOTAL 9.4 0

DOCTORATE TOTAL

1037,3

1121,0

388,8 .

251.2

122,3

82,4

27.6

23.6

3060,3

0

1.0

0

1.0

1.0

0

0

0

3.0

81.3

173.8

154,0

123.0

41.4

256

9.7

12.7

621.3

0

140

2.0

1.0

0

0

0

0

4.0 .8

1125.7

1304,4

5440

3760

164.7

107.4

3703

37.3

3698.4

ENROLL CHANGE 1 TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

TRAINING _ M _

TwO YEAR BACHELOR, FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE O.EGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE . DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 16.0 3.0 2424.2 1.0 166,9

5-9 20.5 15.0 2532.4 2.0 288.6

10-14 2.0 11.5 939,1 1.0 239,6

15-19 9.0 11.0 530,9 2.0 180.0

20-24 11.0 7.5 268.4 1.0 '73.4

25-29 9.0 16.0 195,2 1.0 42.6

3035 5.0 9.0 93,6 1.0 22,9

35. 8.0 7.0 68,2 0 2518

TOTAL 80.5 80.0 7058 0 9.0 1039.9

ENROLL CHANGE 1 TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

--. TRAININO

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR, MASTER SPECIAIIST

,

TOTAL
YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATEPROGRAM DEGREE

04 16.0 3.0 2433,6 1.0 180,5 3.4 2.3 263904

5=9 21.5 15.0 2569.0 2.0 335.2 6,0 8.0 2953.7

10-14 200 11.5 964,3 2.0

70

1::: 6,0 1114,4

15-19 9.0 11.0 570,4 2.0 32152:5

.0

5,0 8541Q

20
124

-24 11.0 6.5 287,0 1.0 7.0 3.0 * 44105 ,

25=29 9.0 1610 200,4 1.0 77.0 410 31541

30=35 5,0 9,0 104,0 1.0

:9300'0

, g

2,0

110 ., 59,0

35. 8,0 700 81,6 0 210 0 14115

TOTAL 8115 860 7213 1 1000
z

136012 39.4
i

27 3 882014

I

I

3.4

4.0

2,3

1.0

0

10.7

1,3 2615.4

1,0 2863.6

1,0 1196.5

0
739.9

0 361.3

0 263.4

0 131.5

0 109.0

3.3 0281.4

596



ENROLL CHANGE 2 SUPERINTENDENT

TRAINING _ -__ .

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MATER SPECIALIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0.4 0 0 o

5-9 0 0 O.

10.14 0 0 1.0

15.19 0 o o

20.24 a o o

25.29 0 0 o

30-35. 0 o o

35t 0 0 2,0

TOTAL 0 0 3.0

ENROLL CHANGE 2 TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

0

0

.

0

1,0

0

0

0

o

0

I.n
J l
:

0 1.0. 1.0 1.0 4.0
.

o 5.0 0 0 5.0.

o 2.0 o 210 4.0 :

0 5.0 110 1,0 710

0 2.8 0 2,0 4.R

0 4102 - 0 0 6.0

0 20.8 2.0 6,0 311R

... ... . . . . . . ........ TRAINING === -==- 0: _ -_ . 0 _ _ . _ _ = L
,

!

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR RASTER SPECIALIST.

*DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0=4 0 o 5,4 0 so o 3,0 13.4
%

5.9 0 O. 16,8 o 29.1 210 260' 50.5

10.14 0 0 15,4 0 10.0 3.0 3.0 : 5114

. to 20-24

Ifi 25.29

15.19 .0 0 13,3 0 46.3 2.2 1.0

0

0

0

0

13,4

7,0
0

0

32.7

32,4' 2,0

2,0 2,0

3,0 54r14

30-35 0 0 2,0 0 12.8 100 3,0 18.A

35. 0 0 8.2 0 1362 0 0 21,4 ,

TOTAL 0 0 81,5 a 202.2

.
,

1202 1100 , 3120R -7'.

ENROLL CHANGE 2 ELM CLASSOOm TEACHER

TRAINING -

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

'YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4
. 5.0 A 35215 o 4,0 0 o 361.q

5-9 3.3 0 516,1 0 41.8 0 0 %I.?

10-14 .3 2.0 ,170,4 0 34.5 1.0 0 200,2

15-19 2.4 4.0 104.7 0 19.5 0 0

20-24 4.0 4.5 52.3 0 7.0 0 0 67.R

25-29 0 10.0 63.0 0 10.0 0 0 03.0

3035 2.0 5.0 40,0 0 2.0 0 0 Oa
..

35. 1.0 5.0 6.5 1.0 6.0 0 0 39.5

TOTAL

598

18.1 30.9 1325,5 1.0 124,8 1.0 0 1501.3



ENROLL CHANGE 2

TEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

SECONDARY CLASSROOm TEACHER

TRAINING

TwO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR

DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAm

*-0_

MASTER

DEGREE

. 0 .. **, * oo *--- w *****-*,*0 wwwwwww ****0666.6w.60

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 14.5 0 414.6 0 31.2 0 0 46001

5-9 100 0 596.6 1.0 144.3 0 1 0 743.9

10714 0 0 252.3 0 152,4 0 0 404.1

15-19 0 0 126.6 0 104.8 1.8 2,0 235.2

20-24 1.0 542 0
44.5 0 1.0 1030

25-29 0 0 5762 0 2304 1 0 81a4

1 J5 0 0 1505 0 1065 O 0 26.0

356 0 0 04 0 7.3 0 0 15.7

TOTAL 16 5 0 1528.5 1.0 5184 208 4.0 2071.2

ENROLL CHANGE 2 TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

TRAINING
6 w .=6766..61- o 606 66

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE 05GREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 22.5 .4 989.8 0 65.3 0 1 0 1079.0

5-9 6.9 2.0 1329.0 1.0 256.9 1.0 :..'00 1598.0

10-14 1.3 3.0 501.0 0 217.9 3.0 1,0 733.1

15-19 4.4 4,0 262,0 0 159,2 5.8 4,0 459.1

20-24 7.5 4.5 136,7 0 72,5 0 2,0 223.2

25-29 1.0 10.0 139.9 0 48.0 1.0 1,0 201.6

30-35 2.0 5.0 68,0 0 1902 0 0 . 94.2

35' 1.0 6.0 41.4 1.0 1868 0 0 ' '60.2

TOTAL 46.7 34.9 349308 2.0 858,5 10.8 11 0 4457.A

ENROLL CHANGE 2

YEARS EXPERIENCE

mm m

NO DEGREE

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

m TRAINING m

TwO YEAR BACHLLOR

DEGREE DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 22,5 4 995.2 0 70,3 0 4.0 1092.4

5-9 6.9 2.0 1345.8 1,0 26666 3.0 4,0 164904

10-14 103 3.0 5244 0 247,9 600 4.0 7840

15-19 4.4 4,0 295,2 0 205,4 8.0 500 522,1

20-24 7.5 4.5 150,1 0 105,2 200 4,0 273.3

25-29 1.0 10,0 146,9 0 81.2 300 400 246.1

30-35 2.0 5.0 70.0 0 32.0 1,0 300 113.0

354 1.0 6,0 4906 1.0 3200 0 0 89.4

TOTAL 46.7 34.9 3575,3 2.0 1060,7 23.0 28.0 477066

6 0

601



SUPERINTENDOIT
ENROLL CHANGE 3

m MO mm POO m go ......P.g.0. oo
0.: o . o p . MO mmmm0 m MO mmM00000MMMAMMOO

._
. TRAINING o . ...... mm ........ m ....

Two YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR
m0ASGTREERE

SPECIALIST
TOTAL

DEGREE DOCTOATE

YEARS EAR ERIENCE NO DEGREE
DEGREE DEGREE PRoGRAH

0-4

5-9

10-14

15-19

20-24

25-29

30-35

35'

TOTAL

0

0

0

110

0

0

0

0

1.0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

e.0

. 0

4.0

0

,S

2,A

7.8

19,1

0

o

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

ENROLL CHANGE 3
TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

1.0

12.0

liii

21!:70

1965

106.5

0

1.0

1.0

3.0

2.0

0

2.0

1.0

10,0

0

3.3

2.0

5.0

3.0

4,0

1,0

0

18.3

11i::11

2262:f10.

21299:0:3

15464

TRAINING ........... m . .. ...... -
SPECIALIST

TwO YEAR BACHELOR
FIVE YEAR

OSTER

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM
DEGREE

10-14

5-q

0-4

sv,

15-19

LA 20-24
-4

25-29

30-35

35'

TOTAL

0

0

14

la

1.0

0

1a
0

4.0

0

0

0

a
0

o

o

.

.1

11.7

40.7

34.8

48.9

344

34.0

14.8

30,9

248.3

.3

0

0

.3

o

1.0

165

360

ENROLL CHANGE 3
ELEM0 CLASSROOM TEACHER

YEARS E PERIENCE

0-4

10-14

15-19

20-24

25-29

30-35

35

TOTAL

602

. ... . ... .. ...

NO DEGREE

7.0

12.5

11.0

19.o

31.5

17.0

10.0

14,0

12200

.. . . =.. TRAINING

TwO YEAR

DEGREE

05

11.5

.0

11.0

21,0

21,5

17.0

1800

110.4

--...

BACHELOR

DEGREE

90104

1277,5

540,8

386.1

325,5

256.7

140.5

146,6

3978,5

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

4

0

160

110

0

. 0

0

iS

2.5

89.6

IO39714:.865

4.0

5.0

23.3

67.7

7.7

5.8

43.6

51.8

6.0

2.8

300

635.8 36,3

,

RASTER

DEGREE

17.5

94.0

98.3

51.5

20,0

22.1

14,0

12.0

32014

. A mm 0.0000,00000

DOCTORATE
TOTAL

3.0
40.1

8.7

11:50332:.042

5.0

13.0

7,0

1::::

8.0 135'64

4,0

1,0
941?

4907
9774?

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

0

0

0

0

1,0

1.0

.2

0

2 2

DOCTORATE

0

0

1,0

0

0

0

0

0

1.0

TOTAI

932.9

139544

657.1

476.6

3990

318.3

18117

191.1

455210

603



ENROLL CHANGE 4 SUPERINTENDENT

mmommm . mmmmmmmem&mmm THAINING

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR

YEARS EXPERIENCE 10 DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM

04 0

5.9 0

10.14 0

15-19 0

20-24 0

25.29 0

30.35 0

354 0

TOTAL

0

0

0 '

0

0

2.0

3,0

.0

ENROLL CHANGE 4 TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

a

RASTER

DEGREE

_

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

. p-mm m m-

DOCTORATE

m mm m-mmk

TOTAL

0 0 1,0 lin

4,5 .5 1.0 6.0

.3.0 0 1,0 wi
9.8 2.0 1 0 12.4

6.0 0 2,0 8.0

15.1 1.0 1,0 19.1

7,5 0 0 104
8.9 1,0 0 10.7

54,6 405 7,0 720?

YEARS EXPERIENcE

---

NO DEGREE

TRAINING

TwO YEAR

DEGREE

BACHELOR

DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0'4 0 110 11,8 110 16,3 0 500 350
5.9 0 0 51.8 0 81,3 5.0 7,0 145.1

10-14 1.0 0. 34.2 0 87.6 609 140 1400
1519 100 0 33,5 0 90,2 12,0 16,0 . 152,7
20q40

LI -_
.5 a 21.4 0 86,0 12,0 6,0 131,4

to 25-29 0 0 21,4 0 95,4 5.0 1100 13204
30-35 0 0 13,1 0 37,8 2.0 40 5319

35+ 105 0 10,5 110 37,5 2,0 2,0 5415

TOTAL 4,0 1.0 203.1 2,0 532,2 44.0 59,0 645,R

ENROLL CHANGE 4 ELEM. CLASSROOM TEACHER

- ............. . TRAINING . ... . ... . ... . . . .................... .. eup .. ... b6600km ..

TwO YEAR BACHELOR ME YEAR mASTER SPECIALIST
YEARS EAPERIENCE NO NOEL DEGREE DEGREE PROORAm DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 5.0 0 451,0 1.0 7,o 1.0 0 471.n
5.9 8.5 405 916,6 1.0 644 0 0 99416
10.14 4,5 3,5 399,1 2#0 696 1.0 1.0 old
15.19 4,5 8,0 299,0 100 59.0 a 1,0 3724
20-24 .. 9.5 214,0 1,0 40,3 0 0 272,A
25-29 10,0 11.0 148,6 40 31.0 0 0 201.A
30.35 10.0 6.0 86,8 1.0 16.0 0 0 121.R
35# 2,5 10,0 101,5 0 1205 0 0 126,5

TOTAL 54.0 51.5 2623.2 6,0 301.3 2,° 2,0 304210

601
605



ENROLL CONGE 4

YEARS ExpERIENCE NO DEGREE

SECONDARY CLASSRON 'FUND

TRAINING

TO YEAR BACHiLOR FIVE YEAR

DEGREE DEGREE PROGRA1

.

MASTER

DEGREE

& . iiffirMEg

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE

I

TOTAL

0-4 31.5
1.0 835,4 0

57:8
0 0

925,7

5.4 5.4
0 1130.4 3.0

210.0 1.0 2.0 I351,a

10-14 1.0
0 521:5 2.A 195.2 .7

1,4 7210

119 10 02 353.6. 2.0
243.2 .2

,4 600.7

2N4 0
0 20,5 Ile

155,7 1.0
0 3614

25-29 0
0 144.3 1.0

12108 '1,O 1.0 280.1

30-35 0 0 56,8 0
42,5 1.0 1,0

1041

35.,
0 1.0 53,9 0

31.9 0
1.0

8708

TOTAL
30.8 2.2 3304.5 9.1 1064,1

9 6.8 4430.5

ENROLL CHAN E 4

...._... . .

YEARS EXRERIENCE NO DEGREE

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

.... . TRAINING ,_ _ __-.

TWO YEAR BACHtLOR

DEGREE DEDRU

_.. _ ...

FIVE YEAR

PROORAm

.

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE- aCTORATE

-0*aLa .. .......

.TOTAL

0.4 ,
42.2 . 3.0 1673,8 2.0 123.0 4.0

0
1448.1

5.4
19.9 6.5 2523,2

500 437.7 5.0 640 3003.4

10.14
5.5 5.5 1120,8

5.0
357.9 3,7 4,9 1503.3 ,

P 15.19 6.5 1002 815,0 4.6 406.6 r5.0 5.0 12550

Lti 20=24
tb

25q9

11.5

12.0

9.5

1540

514;6

'373,3

4.0

4.5

290.4

215.9

2 0

140

0

3,0

R32.0

62447

3035 11.0
.8.0 172,4

.8 810 140 1,0 276.4

35. 2.5
12,0 189,7 0

720 0 1,0 277.2

TOTAL
113.1

69.7 7383.0
27.2 1984.9 21,7 Z0.9

9620.;

ENROLL CHANGE 4

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DUKE

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL
STAFF

TRAINING

TWO TEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE
OMEE

FIVE YEAR

RROGRA4

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE
OOCTOOATE

-OM _

TOTAL

04 42,e
4,0 160,7 J0 13443 4.0 5.0 10030

5=9 19.9
6.5 2575.0 5.0

519.0 10.0 13.0 314.5

10-14
6.5 5.5 1155,1

5.0 445.5 10.6
15.9 1644.1

15-14
9.5 10.2 848.5 4,4

496.8 17,0
21.0 1407.4

2024 12.0
9.5 54d.0 4.0

376.5 14.0 6,0
963.9

25-29 12.0
15.0

394,7 405 311.3 6.0 14.0 757.5

30-35 11.0
8.0 186.5 20 119.2 3,0

2.0 3300

35.
4.0 12.0 200.2 1.0

109.5 2.0
3,0 331.4

TOTAL
117.1

70,7 7580.7 2 617.1 66,6 79,9 10467.4

606
607



ENROLL CHANGE 5

YEARS ExpERIENCE

...

NO DEGREE

suPERINTENDENT

*.*=..gS TRAINING ........00. .
Two YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

......

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

HASTER

DEGREE

. m . .. ..

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

.. ft,.......... ........

DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 0 0 1.0 1.0 3,0 5.0

5-4 1.0 0 4.8 1.0 0 Alm

1014 0 0 7.0 0 1.0 8.0

15-19 0 0 6.0 0 3.1 9.7

20-24 1.0 0 13,2 1,0 1,0 16.7
25-29 a 1,4 0 9.0 2.0 0 12.4

30-35 a 1,0 0 15.0 0 1,0 17.0

35. a 5,0 0 13.1 0 1.0 19.1

TOTAL 0 9,4 69.7 5,0 10,7 94,6

ENROLL CHANGE 5

yEA ExpERIENCE

. .

NO DEGREE

TOTAL ADHINISTRAT1ON

TRAINING

Tm0 YEAR

..........00....... ... ... . 0 ..

BACHELOR FIVE YEAR

0E643E1 DEGREE PROGRAm

... .0 . .

mASTER

DEGREE

... ..

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

bao4.4e .. ***.m000seuso& .

DOCTORATE

0-4 1.0 10.1 0 11,8 2.0 4,0

5-9 .9 0 29,7 0 52.2 6,6 6,0 95.4

10.14 1.0 0 2e.a 0 79.9 5.0 6.0 114.7

15-19 0 0 35,0 0 98.3 10,4 15,0 158.7

20-24 0 0 27,7 0 93.4 6.0 7,0 134.0

25-29
0

30-b

1.0

1.0

0

0

36,2

12.6

0

0

101.1

48.7

9,0

1.0

7.0

4.0

154.3

67.3
35. 0 1.2 26.0 1.0 54.0 0 4,0 86.7

TOTAL 3.9 2.2 200.1 1.0 539,4 40,0 53,0 839.6

ENROLL CHANGE 5 ELEM, CLA55R004 TEACHER

TRAINING = .. . -
TOO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

YEARs EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 4.0 0 400,4 0 8.6 0 0 413.0

5-9 10.0 b.6 964.6 1,0 53.7 I 0 .5 1037.4

10-14 1.0 9.0 5143 0 52.3 1.0 1.0 582.A

15-19 15.8 10.5 365.0 0 47.2 1.0 0 439,c

20-e4 4.0 13.5 280.3 0 28.0 0 0 330.A

25-29 11.0 17.0 170 0 13.5 0 0 213,A

30-35 6.0 9.0 98,0 0 13.0 0 0 126.0

35, 5.0 9.0 110.3 0 13.0 1.0 0 139.1

TOTAL 67.8 75.7 2903.1 1.0 229.4 4.0 1.5 3202.5

60(6
609



ENROLL CHANGE 5

YEARS EAPERIENCE NO DEGREE

0.4 18,4

5.9 3.3

10-14 .6

1519 1.0

20.24 1.0

25.29 a

J035, 0

35, 0

TOTAL 24,3

SECONDARY CLASSROOM TEACHER

TRAINING

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM
4p5GTREERE

SPECIALIST
DEGREE DOCTORATE

.5 711.0 0 555 0 140

1.0 11742 0 213.4 1.8 2.0

1,0 624.5. 0 20796 1.0 2.0

0 461.8 0 275.1 1,6 2.4

0 285,9 0 172.2 0 2,0

1,0 212,9 2.0 133.0 1.0 2.0

0 64.8 0 39.9 0 0

0 53,5 0 37.1 0 1,0

3.5 3585,7 240 1133.8 544 . 12,4

ENROLL CHANGE 5 TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

YEARS EAPERIENCE

0'4 .

5-9

NO DEGkEE

35.9

20.7

10-14 13.1

15.19 a4.5

IN 20.24 17.0

CA

o- 25q9 19.0

30.35 9.0

35. 6.0

TOTAL

ENROLL CHANGE 5

YEARS EPERIENCE

0-4

5.9

10.14

15-19

20.24

45-29

30-35

35.

TOTAL

610

145.2

TRAINING 7

TWO YEAR BACHEOR

.OFGREE DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAm

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE

3.0 1489,9 0 124.6 1.0 2.0

9.3 2591.1 1.0 392.3 6,4 6.4,

13.0 1384.3 1.0 J46.6 6.0 4.0

12,0 1010.3 1.0 428.6 3.6 9.0

15.1 681,3 1.0 .
277,5 5.0 44

21.0 460.4 34 198.4 2.0 5,0

9.0 197.3 0 81.2 1,0 0

10,8 206.6 1.0 73.4 2.0 2,0

9303 4023,4 8,0 1922.6 27.0 32,4

TOTAL PROFE$510NAL STAFF

NO DEGREE

TRAINING

To YEAR

DEGREE

..

BACHELOR

DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE

35.9 4.0 1500.1 0 136.4 3.0 6,0

21.6

14,1

9,3

13.0

2620.8

1407.1

140
.

1.0

444,5

426.5

13,0

11.0

1244

10,0

24.5 12.0 104,3 1,0 526.9 14.0 24,0

17.0 1.1 700.9 1.0 370.9 11.0- 11.0

20.0 21.0 496.7 3,0 299.5 11.0 12,0

1040 9.0 209,1 0 129.9 2.0 4.0

6.0 12.0 234,6 2.0 127.4 2.0 6,0

149.1 95.4 8223,5 9.0 242.0 67.0 85,4

786.4

1392.7

036.8

741,9

461.1

351.0

104.7

91.F.

4767.0

I.

TOTAL

1656.4

3027.3

1768,1

, 1489.0

10000

708.A

297.5

3030

102S10

TOTAL

1685.4

3122.7

18820

1647.7

11340

0031?

364.A

390,1

11091,4

611



DISTRICT SIZE 1

........ o

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

0-4

5-9

10.14

1519

20-24

25.29

30.35

35*

TOTAL

DISTRICT SIIE 1

YEARS EXPERIENCE

0-4

5.9

10-14

15-19

20.24

25-29

30.35

35.

TOTAL

TABLE6
5UPERINTENDENT

... ...m... TRAINING ... .. .... ... .. .. . Ww0m00=IPMpagtre .. 0 .... 00,,0 .... 0:-_0000.m7000

TWO YEAR BACHLLOR FIVE YEAR MASTER

DEGREE DEGREE RROGRAm DEGREE

0 0 0 1.0

0 1 0 2.3

0 0 0 4.5

0 0 0 2.0

0 ,0 0 3.2

0 1,9
0 5.8

0 0 0 2.8
0 2.7 0 6.2

0 4.6
0 21.8

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

1.0

1 0 210

O 2.3

0 4.5

01 211

0

0 7.7

1 0 34A

0 041

7 36.0

... . . ...

NO DEGREE

TOTAL AOMINI5THATIoN

-. TRAINING ,

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

gGREE DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

01: _0_

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

mrnem0W .

DOCTORATE

...... imiem,m0m0

TOTAL

1,0
0 3.5 0 .1,0 5.5

.9 2,8
0 12.5 1.0 0 Mt

2,6 0 11.2 0 1,0 14.7
6,5

0 6.7 .7 1,0 1469
.5 1.0 0 5.9 1.0 0 0.4

0 3.1 0 ' 6.4 0 0 9.6

0 0 4.7 0 1 0 . 5.7
.2 6,3

0 715 0 0

.'

14.n

.2 23,3 58.5 2.7 90.0

DISTRICT SIZE 1 ELEM. CLASSROOM TEACHER 613
... . ..........---..-- TRAINING ............................ . . ...... ........... . ... .. ...... ... . .. . . . .. .. . . 00.00000,....

TwO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST .
YEAR EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE. TOTAL

0-4 1.0 0 74.3 0 .5 0 0
5-; 1.0 2.0 45.6 n 3.3 0 0
10-14 2.5 1.0 31,4 n .5 0 0
15-19 .3 2.5 30.9 0 1.0 0 0
20q4 2.'2 9.0 2d.0 0 .3 0 0
25-29 3.0 3.0 20,0 0 1.0 0 0
30-35 1.0 1.0 6.0 0 0 0 0
35. 2.0 1.3 12,3 0 1.0 0 0

TOTAL 13.3 19,8 248,5 0 7.8 0 0

6 12

75.A

51.9

35.4

34.7

39.A

274

8.0

160

289.3



SECONDARY CLASSROOM
TEACHER

....... - TRA/N1NG -

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS ExPERIENCE NO DEPLE DEGREE
DEGREE PROGRAM

DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE
'TOTAL,

0.4
4,0

169,1 0
4.3 0

0 178.5

5.4t
,1

111,0 0
8.9

0 .5
1208A

10.14
0

44.8 0
3.R 0

0 52.4

15.19
0

344 0
3.0

3 0
350

20724

25-29

0
0

0

150

9.3

0

0

4.2

282

0

0

0

0

190,

11,5

30-35
0

0
4.3 0

.3
a a 4.7

35*
0

0
3.2 o

201 0

, 5.2__

TOTAL
4.1

343.9
28.9 .3 .5

4280

DIsTRIcT S E 1

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL
STAFF

_ TRAINING -

TWO YEAR 8ACRELOR

DEGREE
DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE
TOTAL

0-4
5.5 .1,0

290,5

0
0

303IR

5-9 1.1
3,0 186,8

12.4
0 - 1.0 2040

10-14

a 15-19

,

0 20-24

25-29

4.2 ,

1.0

3.5

3.0

205

3.0

9.6

44

90,4

69.4

50.6

33,3

0

0

5.8

448

405

3.2

0

o3

0

0

0

0

0

0

102.4

78.5

680?

30-35
1.0

1.0 1.1,0
0

13
0

0 15.3

35*
2.0

1.8 14,9
3:6 0

0 2.4

TOTAL
21,3

25.9
752,9 o

42#0 .3
1,0

843,4

DISTRICT SIZE I

.YEAR5 EXPERIENCE

0-4

5-9

10-14

15-19

20-24

25-29

30-35

35*

TOTAL

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL
STAFF

- ...............
TRAINING

TWO YEAR RACHELP

NO DEGREE.
DEGREE DEGREE

5.5 1.0 291.5

20 3,0 139,6

4,e e,5 9e,y

id 3,0 75,9

4.0 906 51.6

J,0 4,0 36.5

la 1.0 1340

60 2.0 25,2

22.1 26.1
776.2

..........

FIVE YEAR

PRoGRAm

a

f

MASTER

DEGREE

10.2

25.4

17.0

11,5

10.4

9.6

5.0

11.2

10015

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

0

180

0

1,0

1,0

0

0

0

3.0

DOCTORATE

1.0

1.0

1,0

1,0

0

0

1,0

0

5.0

614

TOTAL

309,3

2220

117.4

93.4

76,6

530

21.0

40.4

933.4

615



DISTRICT SI1E 2 SUPE4INTEN0ENT

TilAINING ...0.:,...0._ .. : 00000000000 o ........................*.o........**...0s.es%00.0

TWO YEAR OACMLLOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST
EARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE ODCTORATE TOTAL

0°4 0 0 0 0 1.0 1.0 1.0 3.0
0 0 1,0 0 1510

' 1.5 63 17,0
10-14 0 0 1,0 0 La 300 0 1140 ,15.19 140 0 2,0 0 154 3.0 2.0 231420-24 0 0 1,0 0 2240 o 0 234025-29

, 0 0 3,0 0 I8.0 2,0 0 2360
30.35 0 0 4,8 0 23.5 0 0 286135+ 1 0 9.0 0 17.9 0 0 260

TOTAL 110 0 21,8 0 121.0 10.5 3.3 1570

DISTRICT SIZE 2 TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

do. o oo o TRAINING ...e.g.... o o. o o o o oW. mmm m mm

TwO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST
YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0'4 0 0 , 4.4 .3 '12.5 '310 1.0 ' 116?
5°9 0 0 13.0 0 57.6 4.0 .1 75.1
10-14 2.0 0 15,7 0 68,0 609 2o0 9465, -4.

'
111 15=19 1.0 a . 19o? 0 4303 360 2 0 6865P 20-24 0 0 lbil 0 36,2 1.0 0 5581

25-29 0 0 14,0 0 35,3 200 0 521?
30-35 1,0 0 10,9 1.0 27.5 40 0 4142354 05 .0 23.5 215 25.8 0 0 5363

iTOTAL 4,5 119.8 3.8 307,1 20.6 5,7 461608

DISTRICT SIZE 2 ELEH. CLASSROOM TEACHER

YEARS EXPERIENCE

m .... m .............. TRAINING .... mm ........"._. . _.. O. mm ofta m *woos.

TwO YEAR BACHLLOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST
NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

...e.00d

0,0%

,

0-4 3.0 0 410,4 1,0

5..9 13.5 8 o8 369,6 140
1014 lea 1005 161,3 0

15.19 20.5 20.0 169.9 0

20°24 19.0 12,0 1404 0

25-29 15.0 16.0 1110 60
30°35 11.0 10;0 70,6 0

350 815 7.0 55,2 .5

,TOTAL 1026 04.3 1413947 3.5

3,5

0,1

6,3

5.5

3.5

1.5

2.0

31.4

0

0

0

0

2

.2 a

417eR

40161

190.1

215.0

175.1

145.4

938A

7261

17i14A

616
G I



---- DISTRICT 511E 2 SECONDARY CLASSROOR TEACHER

. - . -- . --------- - TRAINING .. .. . ..

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIvE YEAR RASTER SPECIALIST

,YEARS EAPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRA4 DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

044 12.9 0 830.2 .7 15.2 0 0 84,1

5-9 1.6 0 771,9 1.2 50.5 0 0 825?

10-14 I. 0 326.6 0 62.8 .1 , 0 391.7

15-19 0 0 19J,2 0 29.4 0 0 222.4

20-24 1.0 0 110,6 a 16.3 0 0 1200

25-29 0 1.0 59,A 1.0 12.7 0 i 0 14.;

30-35 0 0 16.3 1.0 4.5 0 0 310

35' 0 0 14,8 0 4.4 0 0 19.?

TOTAL 17.1 160 2333.4 4.0 1960. 0 2551.4

DISTRICT SIZE 2

YEARS EARERIENCE

0-4

10-14

15.19
: E... , :

20-24

in 25-29

30-35

35.

TOTAL

NO DEGREE

20.7

16:1

14.6

24,5

21.0

20.0

12.0

10.6

139.5

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

_ TRAINING -*T-

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

KGREE DEGREE

2.0 1514,5

11:0 1347,0

12.5 557,3

21.0 426.1

12.0 305,0

17.0 401.9

10.0 113.6

7.0 80,5,

93.3 4565.9

FIVF YEAR

PROGRAM

1.7

2.2
0

0

0

3.0

1.0

215

Ines

4'31E0

GEGREi

30.1

19.2

85.1

45.5

26.9

21.7

8.9

6.4

!

JVJin

5RECIALI5T

DEGREE

0

0

.1

0

0

0

1
.1.

0

00 TOPATE

0

1 7

0

0

0

0

0

0

1.7

U.Om

TOTAL

15090

1458.1

669,4

S17.1

3640A

263d,

145#7.

1170

51150

DISTRICT SIZE 2

YEARS EAPERIENcE

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

.ft. ... *eua......a*s TRAINING . .. ..m.&..o....wmotot.0m0.400#*ttowo ....
TWO YEAR BACHLLOR FIVE YEAR MASTER

NO 0E6mlf
DEGREE DE5REE PROGRAH DEGREE

640W0uORMw4 .. ORW ...

SPECIALIST

UWE

.. WM.411.0.* . MU .

DOCTORATE TOTAL

CpA4 20,7 2.0 1516,9 2.0 42.6 3.0 1,0 1610.P

5.fo , 16,1 11,d 1.360,0 20 13604 4.0 2.4 1533.4

10-14 16,6 12.5, 573,0 0 10.0 7,0 200 784#1

15.19 25,5 214 445,3 0 8808 3,0 2,0 565.4

20024 41.0 12.0 323.1 (.)
63,1 1,0 0 420.P

2S-29 20.0 17,0 210,A 3.0 57,0 2,0 0 31S,A

30-35 13.0 10.0 124.5 2.0 36.4 1.0 0 166.9

35, 11.1 74 10410 5.0 33.2 , 0 0 .160.3

TOTAL 144.0
93.3 46R5,A 14.2 610.9 21.0 7,4 5516.6

18



DISTRICT SIZE 3 WERINTENDENT

..... ...... TRAINING, . . . .4. . OPOW.MM00.60**OOPWW00*...000.6000d060wwg
...... OMOOOONS 9.:11.900.001M

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER, SPECIALIST
YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAm DEGREE

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0o4

5-9

10-14

15!-.19

20.24

25.29

30-35

35.

TOTAL

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 , 0 5.0 0 3.0
0 0 0 0 503 0 0
0 0 2.0 0 14.0 1.0 3.0

1.0 1.0 0 15.0 1.0 0
0 2.0 0 24.0 1.0 200
0 2,0 0 13.0 1.0 0
0 3,0 0 194 3.0 0

1.0 10.0 0 95.0 7.0

DISTRICT SIZE 3 TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

YEARS EXPERIENCE

0-4

5.9

10-14

15-19

20-24

25-29

30-35

35.

TOTAL

OISTRICT SIZE 3

YEARS EXPERIENCE

0-4

5-9

, 10.14

15-19

, 20-24

. 25-29

30-35

354

TRAINING - - -

0

Oa
5.0

MO
18.0

290

1610

MO

121.0

NO DEGREE

TWO YEAR

DEGREE

BACHELOR

DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL.

0 1.0 1,5 0 1.0
,

0 17.;
0 ' 28,4 0 51.9 2,0 4,0 06.3

0

O.

0

0

20.7

24,7

110

0

67,0

. OM
4.0

2.0

0

3.0

'920

1.0 60 14,8 43 496 2.0 0

.116.11

60-16
0 0 0,0 0 624 140 200 040
0 0 14,7 0 24.1 1,0 0 37;R
0 Q 16,6 1.0 35.4 3,0 0 56.0

1.0 2.0 144.4 2.3 306.1 1560 9.0 '55964

.

NO DEGRLE

ELEM. CLASSROOm TEACHER

. TRAINING

Two YEAR BACHELOR

DFGREE DEGREE

0-

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE

8.0 3.0 610,9 a 3,0 1.0 0
18.3 8.0 699.0 len 23.8 1,0 0
6.0 4.5 293.4 2.0 28.5 0 0
17.0 8.5 209,0 0 174

. 0 0
20.5 14,5 187.7

0 13.0 0 0
10.0 26.5 153.3 0 7.0 0 0
7.0 14,0 103.0 1.0 6.0 0 0
6.0 15,0 78.5 0 64 I 0 0

92,7 94,0 2334.9 4,0 104.6 3.0

TOTAL

625.9

751.1

.334.4

252.0

235.7

196.0

131.0

106ii

2633.4



DISTRICT SIZE
SECONOARY CLASSROOM

TEACHER

aomomm . kid@ wwPpolop TRAININO
ww PPP mmm P w

PerP4o0 ww oPOOPPMPOOPOOPOPPOOMMOPOPOMP010066PpOpi006-

DOCTORATEIWO YEAR BACHELOR

YEARS EXPERIENCE
NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE

0-4
24.1 0 931.1

5-9 1.8
1.0 1203,4

1014
0 , 0 503.5

15-19
0 0 32.1,4

20-e4
1.0

0 179.9

25-29 0 0 124,1

30q5 0
0 45,5

35. 2.0
0 29,6

TOTAL

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

0 23.1 0

2.0 113.3 1.0

2.0 126.9
0

2,0 95.3 0

2.7
68.4 0

0
414 0

0
24.3 0

a 13.0 0

28.9
1.0 3341,2

8.14
505,8

DIST?ICT SIZE 3
TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

wPai&PppOPOP

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

0"4
42.1

5-9
326

10-14
7,0,

15-19
26.0

20-24
27.0

25.29
12,0

30.35
10,0

350
11.0

TOTAL

DISTRICT SIZE 3

169.6

1.0

0

978.1

13220A

632,4

4200

252.1

0 166.0'

69.9

44.40

3886.7

Peo0 TRAINING

TWO YEAR

DEGREE

8ACHELOR

DEUCE

. l*wpwWimPS**. .PP .
POPPOIMPPOPPPapP'PPOPIPPOOPOPMpOOPW .. .** .

FIVE YEAR.
MASTER SPECIALIST

PROGRAM
DEOREE DEORfE DOCTORATE.

TOTAL

5.0 2001,6
0

54.5 1.0 0 2104,2

12.0 2294,7
3.0

207,6 2,0 1.0 2552.9

9.5 943,1 6.0 200.9 1.0
0 1167.5

12.0 662,4 2.0 157,4 1.0
0 A62 9

15.5 436.8 2.7 1124 1.0 0 595,4

28.5 337,1
.5 74,4

0
452p4

17.0 178,5
2.0 3819

' 0
2464

16.0 133,6 0
31,3 1.0

192ea

115.5
6987,9 16.3

811,5 7,0 1,0
81i4.7

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

We00.ffimapPpm.M. . p .. .
TRAINING ..........*". ..,.........4.

4...044.............o...... .

................"....* .. .. .......

5-9

O*4
A2,1

32,h

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE

10-14
7.0

15-19
28.0

20-24
26.0

25.29
12.0

30-35
.0

35'
11.0

TOTAL
170.6 117.5 7132,3

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

140

NO
22030293:1]

DEGREE GEOREE

9.5 963,8

1?.0 687,1

16.5 451.6

28.5 356.0

.0 191.2

16.0 19,2

FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

PROGRAM
DEORFE DOCTORATE

DEGREE

18.5 126316
22.0 10,0

3.0
0

259,5

63,5 1.0
0

7.0

f::::

5.0

4.0
5,0

a

2.0
3.0 3,0

3.0 162.0
3.0

0

li
1.0

2,0
136.4

10 17

ZIO
63.1

6617

1.0
0

1.0
4,0

0

2216023:;00::71,4

12600

664.7

g641.;

248,9

873415

623



DISTRICT SIZE 4 SUPERINTENDENT

magOmme_ TRAINING

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR RASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE RROGRAm DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE

0=4 0 0 1.0 0 14 0 2.0

5=9 0 0 2,0: 0 4.0 40 4.0

10=14 0 0 0 0 200. 0 5,0

15.19 0 0 0 0 300 10 4,0

20=24 0 0 0 0 6.0 300 9,0

5=29, 0 0 2,0 0 1460 210 5 0

30=35 0 0 1,0 0 400 100 4,,0

35, 0 0 2.0 0 8.0 1.0 1.0

TOTAL
6,0 0 2,0 910

DISTRICT SIZE 4 TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

opftftftftftwomo* m *ftftftlift* TRAINING up

IMO YEAR BACHELOR

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE 'DEGREE DEGREE

0-4

5-9

0

1.0

0

0

23.2

82.5

10-14 1.0 0 66.1

P 15-19 1.0 0 89.3

0 20-24 0 '0 59.7

to
25-29 0 0 57,1

30=35 1.0 0 24.1

35= 1.0 1.0 35.5

TOTAL 5.0 140 437,5

DISTRICT SIZE 4 FLO, CLASSROOM TEACHER

00a

YEARS EXPERIENCE' NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE

TgAINING M" "
TWO YEAR BACHELOR

0-4 10.0 3.9 1664.0.

5.9 14.8 13,0 2871,3

10-14 3.3 12A 1230.6

15-19 7.9 16.5 725.7

20.24 2060 156 470,0

25=29 1100 27.0 354,4

3035 11,0 17.0 180,7

354 10.0 23,5 208.1

94.0 128.9 7711,5

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

10 35.3 1.0

0 121.6 9.0

0 1765 13,7

0
. 245.5 20.6

0 202.4 19.8

0 172.8 11.0

0 71.3 3.0

0 78.0 3,0

1.0 1106.3 88.1

TOTAL

. 440

no
760

8.0

, leor
234
1000

1240

93.0.

DOCTORATE TOTAL

12.0 72.;

21.0 243.1

23,0 275.)

25,0 381,4

17.0 298.9

19 0 266.9

1.0 107.4

4,0 1224

12910 17670

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

MASTER

DEGREE

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

0 31.5 0

0 192.3 0

0 191.7 2.3

1.0 124,1 1.0

100 52.5 1.0

110 434 1,0

0 27.2 0

1.0 25.0 0

4.0 687.4 5.3

DOCTORATE TOTAL

0

05

2.0

1,0

0

0

0

0

1710.2

30970

144204

877.1

56060

443.A

23504

267.6

3,5 56367



STR1C111ZE 4
SECONDARY CLASSROUM TEACHD,

TRAINING - ._._w

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER

DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE

YEARS EAPERIENCE NO DEGREE

0=4 37.0 0 2101,1 0 196.9

5.9 1164 1.0 3051.3 1.0 679.2

10.14 2.0 0 1447,9 0 71867

15.19 2,4 0 948,1 24 782.3

20-24 3.0 '0 495.,6 2.6 4084

25.29 0 0 436,8 1,0 25967

3035 0 0 138 0 690

350 1o0 1.0 120.0 1.5 71.4

TOTAL 56.4 2,0 8414.2 8.1 3186,1

DISTRICT SIZE 4
TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF

YEARS EXPERIENCE

0.4

5-9

10-14

15-19

20.24

25-29

30-35

350

TOTAL

DISTRICT SIZE 4

YEARS EXPERIENCE

0-4

5=9

10=14

15-19

20.24

25.29

30.35

35#

10TAL

SPECIALIST

DEGREE DOCTORATE

0 63

2.0 6,0

2.0 3.0

4.4. 4,4

2.2 3,0

3.0 2,0

2.0 100

0 1,0

15.6 20.7

TOTAL

241513

37516R

2/ 73.6

1744.?

914.4

702.5

209.7

195.A

12107.4

4

.............

1

NO DEGREE

.... RAINING ..; . .

TWO YEAR BACHLLOR

DEGREE DEGREE

.. opo .. Ooall .....WOOwOOPi . OP . OOPOoPOOPPO.PdO . 0 .
'Po .. 0.0wPoOOdOPpw.P.T.OP

FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE
TOTAL

71.6 9.9 4968,7 5
414.9 5.4 3,3 5474.1

48.9 22.0 1174,6 2.0 1200,6 17.0 13.6 8478.A

10,3
16.0 3254.6 2.0 11415 13.3 10,0 44470

20.3 19.5 2063.1 6.0 1160.3 12.4 13.0 3294.6

32.5 21.5 1182,1 6.0 644.8 11.2 6.0 1904.6

20.0 32.0 922,3 4.0 . 403.2 5.0 6,0 1394,5

14.0 20.0 399,8 0 151.3 2.0 1,0 588.1

11.0 25.5 372,1 . 265 139.6 0 1,0

228.4 166.4 20337,9
5256.1 66,3 55'.9 2613462

--

NO DEGREL

-

TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

TRAINING .............................

TWO YEAR BACHELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

. . ... . ...

MASTER

DEGREE

...... .. ..

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

..0,*......,0,.00.0

'DOCTORATE
TOTAL

1106 949 4992,0 115 450.2 6.4 15.3 55460

49.9 22,0 7257,1 2.0 1330.2 26.0 34,6 172164

110 16.0 3320.8 2o0 .
1,312.4 MO 33,0 4723.1

21.3 19,5 2152,4 6;0 1405.8 33,0 38.0 3676.0

3205 21.5 1242,4 410 847.2 31.0 23.0 i2O316

2060 32.0 979 4 410 516.0 em e1,0 1661,4

15,0 2010 42,49 0 222.6 50 9.0 695A

12,0 26,5 407,5 65 217.6 3.0 560 0411

233.6 167.4
20715,5 2400 6342.4 154.4 154.9 119061

627



DISTRICT SI_E 5

YEARS EXPERIENCE NO

0-4

DEGREE

suRERINTENDENT

TRAINING.....

TWO YEAR 8AERELOR

DEGREE DEGREE

,....,...i

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

. . ...

MASTER

DEGREE

0

..4.; ... *WW%0Pq6%* ..

SPECIAIIST

DEGREE

. *********00m00 . *9

DOCTORATE

0

. 0.**

10yAL

5-4 0
0 0 0

010-i4 0
0 0 0 0 0'15-19
0 0 1,0 3.020.24

0
0 0 1.025.29 0

0 030-35k
0 0 0354 0 0

0 0 0

TOTAL
.

2.0 0 2.0 4.0

DISTRICT SIZE S TOTAL ADMINISTRATION

WWwWwm*Uwe . ...e TRAINING

TWO TEAR BACMLLOP FIVE YEAR mASTER SPECIALIST
YEARS EXPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRAM DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0 160 12,2 9.8 0 2,0 25.05*9 O 45,9 47.7 3,b 5,0, 1020,10°14 0 27,4 65.1 5.0 4,0 101.4
15-19 24.4 56.2 10.0 19.0 109,A0
20-24 0 25.6 63.2 9,0 8.0 10S.02S-29

0 15.8 74,5 5.0 10,0 106.130-35
5,2 31.4 2.0 4,0 42,A354 0 111 31.9 1.0 3,0 43,0

TOTAL 1.0 1.0 163,6 379.9 35.6 55,0 636.1

DISTRICT SIZE 5

YEARS EAPERIENCE NO DEGREE

ELEM. CLASS 00m %ADO

_ TRAIN/No

TwO YEAR BACHEOR
DEGREE DEGREE

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAm

....

MASTER.

DEGREE

.... ..", ....

SPECIALIST

DEGREE

. ........

DOCTORATE

OW.P.0..W..ww

TOTAL

0-4 1.0 0 211.0 1.0 10.1 1,0 0 230.15.9 0 0 6549 1.0 s3.0 0 0 708.q10-14 0 0 281,4 1.0 55.5 1.0 1,0 339.415-19 0 1.0 200,9 1.0 41.3 0 0 243,A20-24 .5 2.0 141,0
0 33,0 0 0 176.s25-29 2.0 1,0 81.0 0 27.0 0 0 112.430-35 2,0 1.0 49.0 1.0 17.0 0 0 70.035. 2.0 3.0 70.0 0 14.5 U U 89.S

TOTAL 7.$ 8.0 1695,8 5.0 251.4 2.0 1,0 1970*IT

6 2 (6
2 9



DISTPICT SIZE

YEARS EARERIENCE

5

NO DEGREE

SECONDARY CLASSROOM TEACHER

TRAINING

TO YEAR BACHELoR

OFGREE DEGREE

600

FIVE YEAR

PROGRAM

OASTER

DEGREE

SRECIALI5T

DEGREE

O _ O _OPROOoMWS...01.

DOCTORATE
TOTAL

O*4 25.o 1t0 30861 6 5300 0 1.0 388A

5") 3.4 . 0 574,0 1.0 143.3 1.8 0 727.;

10.14 0 1.0 272,1 0 123.8 1,6 ,4 39905

15-19 1.0 *2 231.2 0 15148 ,2 .4 3900.

20-24 0 0 140,3 1.0 109.5 1,0 0 251.9

25'29
0 0 88,6 2,0 109.7 1.0 2,0 20343

30.'35 0 0 39,7 0 3643 0 1,0 7701

354 0 0 40,4 0 34.2 0 1.0 7504

TOTAL 29.9 1699.1
4.0 767.6 5,6 5,8 251441

015 RICT SIZE 5
TOTAL INSTROCTIONA L STAFF

TOTAL

TRAINING T-='
-7.

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR MASTER SPECIALIST

YEARS EAPERIENCE NO DEGREE DEGREE OEGREE FiRoGRA4 DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0'4 27.9 2,0 764.3 134.0 3,0 2,0 93S'i

5-9 3:4 0 1582,1 1.0 368.1 4,4 2,0 1961.4

10'14 3.0 2.5 695,A 1.0 263,4 3.6 3.9 973.3

15-19 4.0 2:2 539,3 2.6 291,5 4.0 5,0 840.4

20-24 5,0 3.0 357,4 3.0 227,8 3,0 0 S99'.1

25-29 8.0 4.0 229,4 4,0 . 19414 2.0 4,0 445,7

3035 4.0 2,0 )11,4 140 , 77.3 1.0 1,0 197.7

354 2:0 4,0 148.1 0 70.4 1,0 2.0 235.4

57.3 19.7 4427.8 .15.6 1634,8 22,0 1919 61970

DISTRICT SIZE 5
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL STAFF

TRAINING
oo qUa 000.06,Om&alm4IRWm.04150 oo

oo OW00w*6000m0w0w*.,.W.WS..a....w..

TWO YEAR BACHELOR FIVE YEAR mASTE0 SPECIALIST

YEARS E PERIENCE NO DEOREE DEGREE DEGREE PROGRA0 DEGREE DEGREE DOCTORATE TOTAL

0-4 27.9 3,0 776,5 200 143,8 3,0 4,0 960.1

59 3.4 0 1624,0 2.0 415.8 8.0 7,0 2084,p

I0-14 3.0 2,5 /23.2 1.0 32815 Aa6 7,9 1074,7

15'19 4.0 242 563,7 206 347,7 1440 2400 95807

20q4 5.0 340 383.0 3,0 291,0 1200 8,0 70500

2529 9,0 4,0 24502 400 260.9 7,0 14.0 55201

30-35 4,0 2,0 116,6 100 108.7 3.0 5,0 240.3

35* 2.0 440 155,2 0 110.3 2.0 5,0 278.4

TOTAL 58.1 20.7 4591,4 15.6 2014,7 57.6 74.9 6833.,

630
631
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ASSESSED VALUATION AND LEVY
LIMITATION STUDY*

Prepared by the Minnesota State
Department of Education

To what extent a&e pet ptpJi assessed valuations
ateasing due to ineteased ousehzed valuation and/ot dectZnirlg
entoltment?

In order to answer the above question, it is necessary
to determine the relationship of the assessed valuation (or

of the adjusted assessed valuation, if that were to be con-
sidered instead) per pupil unit in a later period to that of
a base period. Such a relationship may be meaningful even

for two consecutive years.

Appendix A demonstrates mathematically that when valuations
are increasing and pupil units are decreasing: (a) relative
change due to assessed valuation equals the net change in
valuation divided by the base year valuation; (b) the relative
change due to pupil units equals the net change in pupil unit
over action between valuation and pupil units equals (c) minus

(b) minus (a), using absolute values without regard to sign.
The percent of change due to assessed valuation will equal (a)
divided by (c), of change due to pupil units will equal (b)
divided by (c), and of change due to interaction between the
variables will equal- (d) divided by (c).

Assume that a given district exhibits the variations
shown in the following example:

Original (Base)
Variable Year

Current (later)
Year

Absolute
Variation

Assessed
Valuation $20,000,000 $22 000,000

Pupil
Units 1,000 880

Assessed
Valuation/P.U. 20,000 25,000

Computations will show:

(a) the change due to Valuation

$2,000,000

120

$2,000,000/
$20,000,000=.10

*See Appendix 1: Advisory Council on Fluctuating School

Enrollment Special Study.
3
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(b) the change due to Pupil Units 120/1,000= 12

(c) The total change due to interaction 25Alq
1 00=

$20,000

1.25-1.00=.25

(d) the NET CHANGE DUE TO INTERACTION = .25-.10-.12=.03

Hence,

the Percent change due Valuation = .10/.25=40%
the Percent change due to Pupil Units = .121.25=48%
the Percent change due to Interaction = .031.25=12%

in the Oundation aid &Amu& neductng
tg e have been ot ate being conzideted?

NONE, insofar as this section is concerned. The Research,
State Aids and Statistics Section had counselled against
dropping the basic levy from 30 to 29 EARC mills,.urging
instead that relief be given to educational programs rather
than to taxpayers.
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APPENDIX A

Answer to Question Five, Parts (1) and (2), Assessed Valuation
and Levy Limitation, prepared by the m nnesota State Department
of Education, May 28, 1976.

DEFINITIONS

V(a)

V(b)
P(a)

P(b)
d(V) --

-d(P)

COMPUTATIONS

Assessed (or Adjusted Assessed) Valuation in
Base Period
Comparable Valuation in Later Period
Pupil Units in Base Period
Pupil Units in Later Period
V(b) V(a)
P(b) P(a)

V(b)/P(k) = v bl/v(4)
V(a)/P(a) P(b)/P(a)

V(a)tli-d(V)/V(a )j/V(a)

l/P(a)P(a)[1-d(P)/P(a

l+d(V)/V(a)
1-d(P)/P(a)

= [1-1-d(V)/V(a )I [14-d(P)/P(a)-1-.

= l+d(V)/V(a)-1-d(P)/P(a)-1-[d(V)/V(a)] td (P)/P(a)]-1-.

= 14-d(V)/V(a)-Pd(P)(1)(a)-1-
V(b)/P(h)

1 d(V)/V( -d(P) P (a)]
V(a)/P(a)

The last three terms constitute the change. Therefore, the

percent of change due to various causes are:

To Change in Valuation:

To Change in Pupil Units:

To Interac on of Valuation and P.0

(130
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cl(V) /V(a)

,V(b)/P(b)

LV(a)/F(a)

d(P)/P(4)

02)D:ill -1
V(a)/P(a)

-V(b)= 1-d(V)/V(a)-d /13(a)]

[VOYLL(13-1 I,

1/(a)/P(a)



Appendix 1

Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments

Special Study

Subject: Assessed Valuation and Levy Limitation

Purpose of Study:
1) To determine adjustments to the foundation aid formula

reducing the participating millage to reflect increases
in per pupil assessed valuations as it particularly-
relates to declining enrollment districts.

2) To determine possible revisions of the levy limitation
provision to provide flexibility in funding and main-
tain equality of education.

Related Problem Areas:
Section IV CI Foundation Aid Formula
Section IV C2 Levy Limitations

4 RPlated' Alternative Solutions:
Alt. Sol. 51 Assessed Valuation
Alt. Sol. 58 Levy Limitations

5. Questions to be Addressed:
1) To what extent are per pupil assessed valuations in-

creasing due to increased assessed valuation and/or
declining enrollment?

2) What adjustments in the foundation aid formula reducing
the participating millage have been or are being con-
sidered?

Required Data Base:
1) Current effects of increasing assessed valuation and/or

declining enrollments on per pupil assessed valuations.

7. Desired Format of Report.
1) Relationship of asses -d valuation and the Foundation

Aid Formula.
2) Changes in assessed valuation

a. increasing assessed valuation
b. declining enrollments

3) Proposed adjustments in Foundation Aid Fo _ula
4) Recommendations

8. Estimated Completion Date: june 1, 1976
Reporting Date: June 11, 1976 (Council meeting)

G
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2.

DECLINING ENROLLMENT FOUNDATION AID:
1971-1972 AND 1974-1975 AND GROWTH
FOUNDATION AID: 1975-1976 STUDY*

Prepared by the State Department of Education

DECLINING ENROLLMENT FOUNDATION AID

Since 1971-72, Minnesota school districts experiencing
enrollment declines have been paid a reimbursement aid
based on the amount of the decline in pupil units. The

most recent year for which data on declining enrollment
foundation aid, hereafter referred to as DEFA, is avail-

able is 1974-75. In both 1971-72 and 1974-75 the aid was
paid on half of the actual decline in pupil units. Other com-

parisons of the two years follow:

in 1971-72, 186 of the 438 school distrIcts had enrollment
declines.

In 1974-75, 276 of the 438 school dis riots had enrollment
declines.

in 1971-72, school districts having an enrollment decline
greater than ten pupil units totaled 75 or 17.1 percent of the

total numberlof school districts.
O In 1974-75, school districts having an enrollment decline

of more than ten pupil units totaled 141 or 32.2 percent of the

total number of school districts.
O in 1971-72, a school dIstrict wjth an,Area Vocational

Technical Institute could include a decline in resident pupil

units in the Institute in its total.
in 1974-75, a decline in resident Area Vocational Technical

Institute students could not be included in calculating DEFA.

In the following section, the 141 school districts with
enrollment declines greater than ten pupil units in 1974-75 are
subjected to further analysis. In terms of percentage of their
total pupil units, the enrollment declines of most of these
school districts were not excessive, as the following tabulation

indicates.

Of those school districts with enrollment declInes greater
than ten pupil units in 1974-75:

*See Appendix 1: Advisory Council on Fluctuating School
Enrollments Special Studies.
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31 had enrollment declines of less than 1%
59 had enrollment declines of from 1 to 2%
36 had enrollment declines of from 2 to 3%
12 had enrollment declines of from 3 to 4%
3 had enrollment declines of more than 4%.

In 1974-75, school districts were paid DEFA on the basis of
half the actual decline in pupil units from- the rrevious year.
These pupil units, called support pupil units, are multiplied
by the school district's formula allowance to arrive at the
district's DEFA. The 30 school districts with more than 50
support pupil units in 1974-75 are listed in Table I. These
30 districts were paid $4,087,280 in foundation aid because of
their enrollment declines. Total payments to all school dis-
tricts in the state for declining enrollments in 1974-75 was
$7,370,778. These 30 school districts collected 69 percent of
the total foundation aid paid by the state for declining enroll-
ments. The remaining $2,283,498 in DEFA was paid to 246
school districts.

Minneapolis received $1,075,498 in DEFA in 1974-75 or
14.59 percent of the total paid by the state. St. Paul received
$855,740 in DEFA or 11.61 percent of the total paid. Minneapolis
and St. Paul together received 26.20 percent of the total DEFA
paid in 1974-75.

Declining Enrollment Foundation Aid of
School Districts With More

Than 50 Support Pupil Units, 1974-75

School
District

Support
Pupil
Units

Formula

Allow nee
Declining Enrollment
Foundation Aid

Minneapolis 1.303.62 $825.00 $1,075,487
St. Paul 1,037.26 825.00 855,740
Bloomington 396.08 825.00 326,766
Robbinsdale 380.78 825.00 314.144
St. Louis County 345.13 825.00 284,732
St. Louis Park 253.26 825.00 208,940
Riehfielo 218.61 825.00 180,353
Duluth 196.28 825.00 161.931Austin 174.66 825.00 144,095Edina 157.60 825.00 130,020Roseville 133.07 825.00 109,783
Hopkins 124.97 825.00 103.100
Albert Lea 123.71 798.84 98,825
Columbia Heights 117.06 825.00 96,575
Hibbing 111.17 825.00 91,715
South St. .aul 104.55 825.00 86.254
White Dear Lake 97.60 825.00 80.520
Winona 93.19 825.00 76,882
Brooklyn Center 93.17 825.00 76,865
Brainerd 90.59 796.07 72,116
International Falls 85.75 825.00 70,744
Virginia 83.91 825.00 69,226
Fridley 77.30 825.00 63,773
Rochester 76.98 825.00 63,509
Moorhead 65.6$ 825.00 54,161
Aurora-Hoyt Lakes 64.80 825.00 53,460
Worthington 63.85 825.00 52.676
Park Rapids 57.38 723.70 41.526
Pipestone 52.56 825.00 43,362

38 $5,087,280
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DEFA payments by state planning regions are discussed in
this section. Table II gives the pupil unit enrollment declines
by county and region for 1971-72 and 1974-75:

TABLE II

County and Planning Region Enrollment Decline
1971-72 and 1974-75

ParAE
Enrollment Decline
in Pupil Units

1971-72 1974-75

Re Kittson 16.64 36.58
Marshall 35.57 31.80
Norman 31.78 49.32
Pennington - 20.27
Polk 36.61 68.94
Red Lake - 14.23
Roseau 22.57 38.75-

259.89TOTAL 143.17

R gion 2: Beltrami 5.56 -
Clearwater 9.14
Hubbard 6.73 63.58
Lake of the Woods 15.98 35.56
Mahnomen 21.92 19.01-

127.29TOTAL 50.19

Region 3: Aitkin 26.78 17.77
Carlton 17.20 56.92
Cook 3.14 -
Itasca 29.02 6.70
Koochiching 7.08 85.75
Lake 29.71 .

St. LouiS 688.90 987.46

TOTAL 801.83 1,154.60

Region 4: Becker 71,05
Clay 66.85 97.29
Douglas 16.51 43,38
Grant 29.00 20.82
Otter Tall 17.44 27.15
Pope 12.18 13.54
Stevens 18.03 35.10
Traverse 8.20 10.65
Wilken 8.04 40.50-

176.25 359.48TOTAL

Reg on 5: Cass
3.22 24.18

Crow Wing
121.18

Morrison
23.35

Todd 9.57 20.15
Wadena

6.07

TOTAL 12.79 194.93
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Region 6E:

fErAt

Kandiyohi
McLeod
Meeker
Renville

TOTAL

Enrollment Decl_ne
in PUPil Units _

1971-72

2.31
27.34
43.51
29.08

1974-75

15.78
17.33
64.50

116.62

102.24 214.23

Region 6W: Big Stone 13.66 4.96
Chippewa 28.02 42.36
Lac WiParle 28.53 38.26
Swift 46.28 31.90
Yellow Medicine 57.99 61.26

174.48
--
178.74TOTAL

Region 7E: Chisago 1.96 16.18
Isanti
Kanabec 19.28
Mille Lacs 6.50 7.57
Fine 32.10

TOTAL 8.46 75.13

Regiol 7W: Benton -

Sherburne .64
Stearns 15.04 53.44
Wright 2.33

15.04

--
56-61TOTAL

Region 8: Cottonwood 15.84 41.09
Jackson 26.68 52.84
Lincoln 38.17 24.28
Lyon 28.36 112.54
Murray 49.91 52.76
Nobles 19.66 98.42
Pipcstone 59.73 95.98
Redwood 31.53 33.20
Rock 16.30 48.68

TOTAL 286.18 559.79

Region 9: Blue Earth 25.48 82.68
Brown 10.99 36.60
Faribault 64.94 103.57
Le Sueur 1.55 24.01
Martin 65.99 98.08
Nicollet 9.56 9.24
Sibley 31.04 38.05
'Waseca 4.99 32.79
Watonwan 10.69 86.69

TOTAL 225.23 516.71

t.ot
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County
Enrollment Decline
in Pupil Units

1971-72 1974-75

Region 10: Dodge 27.96- 15.28
Fillmore 43.49 52.50
Freeborn 4.05 146.76
Goodhue 5.77 39.33
Houston 46.71 13.60
Mower 90.11 221.52
Olmstead 1.19 97.34
Rice 15.38 3.32
Steele 14.97 31.55
Wabasha - 10.58
Winona 21.53 109.51

271.16
-
741.29TOTAL

Region 11: Anoka .20 263.41
Carver - 40
Dakota . 144.35
Hennepin 2,097.35 2,940.49
RamseY - 1.267.93
Scott - -

Washington 9.22

TOTAL 2,097.55 4,625.60

STATE TOTAL 4,364,57 9,064.29

From Table II the counti
in enrollments in 1971-72 and

ith no or negligible declines
1974-75 are listed below:

Enrollment Declines
in Pu il Units

1971-72 1974-75

Reg.on 1: Pennington 0 20.27
Red Lake 0 14.23

Region 2: Beltrami 5.56 0

Clearater 0 9.14

Region 3: Cook 3.14 0

Lake 29.71 0

Region 4: Becker 0 71.05

Region 5: Crow Wing 0 121.18
Morrison 0 23.35
Wadena 0 6.07

Region 7E: Isanti 0 0
Kanabec 0 19.28
Pine 0 32.10

Region 7W: Benton 0 0

Sherburne 0 .64

Wright 0 2.23

Region 10: Wabasha 0 10.58

Region 11: Carver 0 .40

Dakota 0 144.35
Ramsey 0 1 267.93
Scott 0 0

Washington
6 4 1

0 9.22
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The state total declining enrollment pupil units more
than doubled from 1971-72 to 1974-75. Doubling also occurred
in all but Regions 1, 3, 6W, and 8.

In Region 11 virtually all of the decline in 1971-72 was
in Hennepin county; in 1974-75 Hennepin and Ramsey counties
accounted for 90.96 percent of the decline. In 1971-72, 51.72
percent of the decline in Hennepin county occurred in Minneapolis.
In 1974-75, in Hennepin county 44.35 percent of the decline
occurred in Minneapolis; in Ramsey county 81.78 percent of the
decline occurred in St. Paul.

Table III given the Fall, 1975 enrollments in each planning
region, the percent of the total state enrollment in each
planning region, and the percent of the total state support
units in each region in 1971-72 and 1974-75. Variations between
percent of total enrollment and percent of total state support
units occur in:

Regions 3 and 8 - where the percent of total state support units.
in 1971-72 and 1974-75 are distinctly higher
than the percent of state enrollment

Regions 7E and 7W - where the percent of total state support units
in 1971-72 and 1974-75 are distinctly lower
than the percent of total state enrollment

Regions 5 and 10 - where the percent of total state support uni
in 1974-75 is slightly lower than the percen
of total state enrollment

Region 11 - where the percent of total state support units
is distinctly higher in 1974-75 than the per-
cent of total state enrollment

TABLE Ill

tnroIlment and Support Units by Region

Region K 176 7712 Total

Percent
of Total
Enrollmen

Percent of Total
State Support Units
1971-72 1974-75

1 1,669 9,704 12,284 23,657 2.69 3,28 2.87

2 .
930 6,146 7,987 15.063 1.71 1.15 1.40

3 5,030 31,954 41,326 78,310 8.92 18.37 12.74

4 2,742 16,816 22,721 42,279 4.81 4.04 3.97

5 2,014 11,923 16,234 30.171 3.44 .29 2.15

6E 1,680 9,198 12.452 23,330 2.66 2.34 2.36

6W 916 5,754 7,951 14,631 1.67 4.00 1.97

7E 1,651 10,230 12,481 24,362 2.77 .19 .83

7W 3,690 19.521 25,916 49,127 5.59 .35 ".62

8 2,002 12,530 17.238 31,770 3.62 6.56 6.18

9 3,147 17,465 24.007 44.619 5.08 5.16 5.70

10 6,113 36,951 46.008 89.072 10.14 6.21 8.18

11 31,103 174,498 206,331 411,932 46.90 48.06 51.03

-------

State 62,687 362,700 452,936 878,323 100.00 100.00 100.00
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The amount and percentage of state total DEFA paid ire each'

development region is indicated in the first two columnw Of Table

The third column of the table gives the percentage of the

total state enrollment in each region in the Fan of 1975.

A comparison of columns 2 and 3 is given in the following tabula on:

Regions receiving more or less DEFA than
could be expected on the basis of enrollment--

More Less

3, 6W 2, 4, 5, 6E

9, 11 7E, 7W, 10

The fourth column of Table IV gives the percent of the

variation between DEFA and enrollment in each region. The

greatest variance occurs in Regions 7E and 7W where the per-

centage of DEFA is much less than the percentage of enrollment

and in Region 8 where the percentage of DEFA is much greater

than the percentage of enrollment.

TABLE IV

Decl n ng Enrollment Foundation Aid by Planning Region
1974-75

Fe9ion

(2)

Declining
Enrollment
Foundation Aid
Received

(3)
Percent of
Total State
Declining Enrollment
Foundation Aid
Received

(4)

Percent of
Total State
Enrollment
Fall, 1975

(5)

Percent of
Variation
Between Aid and
Enrollment

1 $ 210,044 2.85 2.69 5.95

2 93,696 1.27 1.71 25.73

3 948,514 12.87 8.92 30.69

4 276,638 3.75 4.81 22.04

5 152,054 2.06 3.44 40.12

LE 174,087 2.36 2.66 11.28

6W 139,937 1.90 1.67 13.77

7E 54,131 .74 2.77 73.29

7W. 42,096 .57 5.59 89.80

8 450,072 6.11 3.62 68.78

9 415,898 5.64 5.08 11.02

10 598,334 8.12 10.14 19.92

11 3,815,277 51.76 46.90 10.36
---

State $7,370,778 100.00 100.00 100.00

Minneapolis $1,075,487 -14.59 6.04 141.56

St. Paul
Duluth

855,740
161,931

11.61
2.20

461
2.29

151.84
8.93
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It is interesting to see what occurs when data for the three
cities of the first class in Minnesota are considered separately.
This is done in an extension of Table IV. Both St. Paul and
Minneapolis receive a much higher percent of the total state
DEFA than their percent of the total state enrollment while
Duluth receives approximately the same percent of the total
state DEFA as its percent of total state enrollment.

GROWTH FOUNDATION AID

In Table V are listed the school districts of the state
which will receive foundation aid based on growth. School
districts receiving the greatest amount of aid are:

Growth
Distr ?evil Units

Anoka 863.83

Rosemount 452.26
Howard Lake 157.89
Elk River 136.96
Prior Lake 122.24

Osseo 100.91
Burnsville 97.18
St. Cloud 85.27
Eden Prairie 81.10

Delano 76.31
Shakopee 68.06
Cambridge 65.75
Forest Lake 56.26
North Branch 52.72
Farmington 52.66

TABLE V

Estimated Growth Pupil Units
1975-76

District Number School District Growth Pu il Units

2 Hill City 10.79
11 Anoka 863.83
15 Saint Francis 89.73
21 Audubon 3.95
32 Blackduck 12.58
38 Red Lake 36.67

114 Backus 2.63
115 Cass Lake 26.95
118 Remer 12.60
119 Walker 33.14
127 Maynard 3.35
138 North Branch 52.72
140 Taylors Falls 12.68
141 Chisago 15.17
323 Franconia 2.55
158 Gonvick 9.34
182 Crosby 48.39
186 Pequot Lakes 6.77
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District Number School District Growth Pupil

191 Burnsvilie

_Units

97.18
192 Farmington 52.66
196 Rosemount 452.26
209 Kensington 9.85
220 Frost 8.36
223 Minnesota Lake 9.86
236 Wykoff 3.72
255 Pine Island 40.34
272 Eden Prairie 81.10
279 Osseo 100.91
301 Akeley 16.14
306 La Porte 2.77
308 Nevis 2.75

316 Coleraine 15.57
317 Deer River 20.29
352 Humboldt 2.44
354 Kennedy 2.34
376 Marietta 5.40
394 Montgomery 16.71
411 Balaton 10.39
421 Brownton 10.73
427 Winsted 6.16
436 Alvarado 2.12
437 Argyle 3.00
477 Princeton 21.58
480 Onamia 32.97
483 Motley 13.13
485 Royalton 5.82
526 Twin Valley 3.77
534 Stewartville 17.82
566 Askov 3.64
570 Finlayson 1.75
576 Sandstone 10.33
595 East Grand Forks 19.10
597 Erskine 6.70
604 Mentor 7.26
628 Plummer 8.04
638 Sanborn 3.25
651 Hector 11.22
676 Badger 8.56
707 Nett Lake 19.81

719 Prior Lake 122.24
720 Shakopee '68.06

726 Becker 21.52
727 Big Like 11.90
728 Elk River 136.96
742 St. Cloud 85.27
745 Albany 15.00
750 Cold Spring 23.54
761 Owatonna 76.31
782 Murdock 4.75
790 Eagle Bend 7.00
809 Ma7ePPa 10.86
831 Forest Lake 56.26
879 Delano 80.15
BSO Howard Lake 157.89
881 Maple Lake 6.89
883 Rockford 47.65
885 Saint Michael 8.42
911 Cambridge A5.75
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Appendix 1

Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments

Special Study

1. Subject: Foundation Aid Formula: Declin ng Enrollment
and Growth Enrollment Foundation Aid

2. Purpose of Study:
1) To determine the feasibility of changes in the declining

enrollment and fast growth factor in the foundation aid
formula

3. Related Problem Areas:
Section IV Cl Foundation Aid Formula

Related AlternatiVe Solutions:
Alt. Sol. 52 Declining Enrollment Factor
Alt..Sol. 53 Fast Growth Districts

5. Questions to be Addressed:
1) How many districts are currently receiving additional

aid under the declining enrollment and fast growth
factors in the foundation aid formula?

2) What relationship exists between the aid received and
the reduction or increase of revenue per pupil due to
enrollment change?
What raternatives in the declining enrollment and fast
growth factors might be considered?

6. Required Data Base:
1) it of districts receiving declining enroll ent and fast

growth aid during 1974=75
2) Amount of per pupil revenue increase or decrease due

to enrollment changes.

7. Desired Format of report:
1) Definition of the dec ining enrollment factor and

fast growth factor in the foundation aid formula
2) Current status
3) Relationship with revenue
4) Proposed changes
5) Recommendations

8. Estimated Completion Date: June 1, 1976
Reporting Date: June 11, 1976

6 46
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ANNUAL STATUS REPORT ON ENR0L1NT S
AND CURRENT DISBURSEMENTS*

r epared by the Advisory Council
:n Fluctuating School Enrollments

inttoductio

The purpose of this study was to develop a rationale for
supporting an annual status report at the local school district
level. It is recommended to the Council, at this time, that
this rationale not be developed until the August meeting when
all available information has been considered in the other
areas. This rationale requires a better understanding of the
impact of fluctuating school enrollments on the cost and
quality of education than is available at this time.

In lieu of a rationale the Council should be advised of the
new legislation which involves planning, evaluation and reporting
to the public. The Council may wish to consider recommending
that an annual status report be included in Laws of Minnesota,
1976, Chapter 271, Section 2, Ptanning,Evaluation=and Repotting
to Public; Cutticulum Advisoty Committee4 rather than the original
recommendation in alternative solution 49 which suggested amending
Minnesota Statute 123.71, Publication oi Sahme Dist/act Di4-
bwaemeas.

The Legislation which is directed to planning, evaluation
and reporting to the public is as follows:

Sec. 2. 023.741] PLAVNNING. EVALUATION AND REPORTING
TO PUBLIC; CURIUCULLIM ADVISORY COMMITTEES. Subdivision
b Me school board of each school district in the state shall develop
and asippj a written educational policy which establishes educational
wals for the district a -roo for achiel.ing these gal, and proce7
dures for evaluating and reporting progress toward the goals. The
!_dirx-)1 board shall review this policy each ym and adopt revisions
whidi it deerns desirable. School boards are encouraged to develop this
t.tibuol district poky and any reNisions after consultation with the staff
of each sthool buildin&

*See Appendix 1: Advisory Council on Fluctuating School
Enrollments Special S udy.
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Subd. The school board shall instruct the administrative and
pfssioruai staff of the distriet to develop an instructional plan for the
purpose of implementing the ge_ials established in the district educa-
tional policy within resources available to the district. Insofar as possi7
Me the instructional plan shall include measurable instructional ob'ec-
tiv0 to assist in ttle_cting and measuring progeess toward the goals
rxt_plitte- in the district educational policy. For goals toward which
progress is not easily measurable the instructional plan shall include
other appropriate means to direct and evaluate progress.8t

Subd, 3, Each school board is encouraged to appoint a curriculum
Clvisory corturuttee to peovide for active community parlicipation in
ttv process of developing and revisin the district educational policy,

klevelming the instructional plan, evaluating progress and reporting to
the

Subd. 4. Each year a final evaluation of progress shall be con-
tjacted including both professional and consumer evaluations The
Welessional staff evaluation shall utilize test results and other perfor-
mance data alon with facult interpretations and judgments. Coil!
punier evaluation shall include the opinions of students, mrents and
other residents of the community served by the school Upon receipt of
the evaluation reports, each school board shall review the results and
doMon.appropriate school improvement pians to improve areas where

aki of the district educational policy have not ticon mot.

Subd. 5. The district educational policy the reports of the annual
rvaluation including summary test results and the plans for school im-
ilovernent shall be made available to the citizens of the school district
through media releases and other means of communicating with the
leihijr, These documents shall also be on file and available for ini&c:
tem by the public. Information g2anigl of the mm-_-ts abitll be sent to
thr state board of education. All activities and re rts pursuant to this
rcliiin shall comply with Minnesota Statutes Sections 15.162 to

and any other law governing data on individuals in school dis-
try:15,

StT. 3. [123.742] ASSISTANCE TO LOCAL SCHOOL D1S-
"(WIS. Subdivision I. Insofar as possible the state board of educa-

cooperative service units shall make technical
assistance for plarngi and evaluation available to school chstricts
un reqnest during the 1976.1977 school year, The dm-trtment sham
collect the annual evaluation reports from loeal districts as provided el
section a. subdivision 5 of this act and shall make this data availabl,
upon renuest to any district seeking to use it for ouAlposes of comport-
sons of student performance.

Suhd 2. The depiunt iapon written agemnent with local
school districts may plrfonri testing and evaluation of students. The
de artment may collect a reasonable fee not to exceed the actual cost
of services.

Sec. 4. TIME OF IMPLEMENTATION, School districts are encour-
aged to hsski planning, evaluation and reporting to the public pursuant
to sections I and 2 of this act during the 1976-1977 and 1977.1978
school years. All school districts in the state shall engage in plannin
evaluation and iLe_liiag to the pnblic pursuant to sections 1 and 2 of
this act durig the 1978-1979 school year and shall submit a report,
which has been shared with the public and adapted by the .school
board to the state board of education lay Awtealt L 1979. 12oeini the
summer of 1977_ the state board of education shall report to the de-

tricts of the state the expehences of the demonstration projects maim:
rized in section 5 of this act and of any similar proiects funded from
other sources.

490



Sec. 5. DEMONSMATION PROJECTS. For the 1976-1977 school
Yea -, the state board of education shall make grar.§ to several school
districts develop local plum evaluation techniques tgi- valid anti
reliable instruments, and procedures for reraNting to 11-ie citizens of the
school districts Ths state board shall encourage these school cIstilet

engage in alternative prw_e_clures for 1?_rining and reporting. The
state tK)ard of edi_IsAtion is encouraged to use available federal funds to
0-2024 additional demonstration protects. By November 15 _1977 the
state hoard shall report to the education commit= of the legkre
on the demonstration projects and their direct and indirect costs,

Sec. 6. REPORT TO LEGISLATITRE- By February L 131L the
state board shall report to the legislature on the nature and number Of
r-oistg_ for technical assistance received pursuant to section 3 of tIti
act. This report shall contain r ,iot ris_c-imenc on the need for my
lepat_ion Le provide for improvement in the abilily pj the cdtpffirnist
91 education to provide this assistance to districts.

Sec. 7. [123.743] APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS. There i rm:
Ally appropriated from the gekeral fund to the department of education
my and ail amounts received by the department pursuant to section 4,
subdivision 2 of this act
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Appendix 1

Advisory Council on Fluctuating School En -11ments

Special Study

1. Subject: Annual Report on Current Disbursements

2. Purpose of Study:
To develop reationale for an annual report on enrollments
and current disbursements

Related Problem Areas:
Section 10 B6 Organization/Governance

4. Related Alternative Solutions:
Sol. 49 Annual Report on Current Education Status

5. Questions to be Addressed:
What rationale supports an annual status report?

Required Data Base:
Minnesota Statute 123.71 Publication of School Dist ict

Disbursements.

7. Desired Format of Report:
Recommendations
1. Rationale

Estimated Completion Date; June 1, 1976
Reporting Date: June 11, 1976

492



COOPERATION

Section D.
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INCENTIVES FOR INTERDISTRICT
COOPERATION

Interdistrict cooperation is one means by which the impact
of fluctuating school enrollments can be lessened. This paper
will examine the concept of interdistrict cooperation in four
areas:

rational incentives and disincentives to interdistrict
cooperation;

incentives which can be manipulated by policy-makers to
promote inter-district cooperation;

common areas of cooperation; and
existing mechanisms for cooperation.

The .conclusion of the paper will cite options open to
policy-makers as they attempt to encourage school districts to
cooperate with one another in solving educational problems.

RATIONAL INCENTIVES -LNCENTIVES TO INTERVI TRICT COOPERATION

Incentives

Foremost among the rational incentives to cooperation is
the opportunity for school districts to achieve economies_of

scale. A school district may be able to provide traditional
educational programs while high cost, unique educational pro-
grams can best be accomplished more economically when several
districts, or even all districts within the state, cooperate.
The fact that school districts can choose to operate indepen-
dently for some activities and cooperatively for others, may
itself be an incentive, especially if the other alternatives
are forced consolidation or bankruptcy.

Another rational incentive is the opportunity, through
cooperation, to expand educational servicea. Individual dis-
tricts may not have enough students in need of psychological
services, for example, to hire a school psychologist. However,
several districts can cooperatively purchase and share psy-
chological services, thus expanding the service base of their

district. School districts can also cooperate to purchase non-

G52
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educational services which would not be economically feasible
for the school district to purchase on its own.

Because cooperation brings a school district into close
contact and communication with other school districts, a third

,

incentive to cooperation might be the potential for discovery
of new ideas and innovations.

Fourth consolidation and subsequent loss of local

cont ol may cause some districts to cooperate.

A closely related incentive revolves around the propensity
of public school adminstrators to avoid taking_risks (Brown,
1970). Just as school administrators would risk cooperation
rather than probable consolidation, so might they risk par-
ticipation in an innovative cooperative endeavor while avoiding
development of a similar within-district endeavor. Cooperation
spreads risk and tends to isolate participants from the con-
sequences of failure.

Finally, interdistrict cooperation can ex and the power of
coo eratin- districts beyond that which is accorded a single

school district. A few multidistrict Cooperatives (i.e.,
Area Vocational Technical institutes) have been granted the

authority to levy taxes for special purposes.

Disincentives

In contrast to the incentives for cooperation there are
four primary disincentives. First, many school districts
fear that a cooperative struature might begin to regulate local

school districts so as to diminish local control of the schools.

In areas faced with the problem of fluctuating enrollments,
a district suffering high per pupil costs or other serious
problems may be willing to cooperate, but neighboring districts
may be unwilling to share the burden.

If districts do agree to cooperate.in sharing professional
personnel, for example, the problem of reconciling differing

salary and benefit schedules becomes a third disincentive.
Other contractual_pd legal entanglements, as well as community.

loyalties, obstruct the busing of children and teachers across
district lines,- or the purchase or rental of educational
facilities in one district by another.

CONTROLLED INCENTIVES

In addition to the rational incentives described earlier,
incentives exist which are under the control of educational

policy-makers.

5*

496



Both the federal and state governments employ differential

faTilia to support either a specific cooperative activity or the

mechanism by which a cooperative activity can be created. The

administrative start-up funds made available to the Educational
Service Agency and the Educational Cooperative Service Units

are illustrative of the funding for the support of the mech-

anism by which a cooperative activity is -created.

Despite their legislative and regulatory power, the state

and the federal governments seldom threaten to withhold funds

as a means of forcing compliance with a government directive.
Berke and Kirst (1973) comment with regard to the United

States Office of Education (USOE), for example, that ". . .

funds are pratically never withheld. . .the outcome of the

negotiation is usually similar to the Federal Trade Commission's

'consent decree'--a promise not to continue the questionable
practice with no per,alty for prior action."

TaXing_auftaEity, as held by the three specially created
vocational districts in the state and the special education
consortia, is a powerful incentive, especially in light of

monetary constraints placed on local districts by the state levy

limitation.

can function as incentives to interdistrict cooperation. At

the federal level, the USOE exercises control through regulations

that have the force of law; guidelines that interpret the

regulations and give legally non-binding suggestions; and,

memoranda which clarify regulations and serve as legal mandates

(Berke and Kirst). Similar use of regulations, guidelines and

memoranda can be made at the state level.

One problem created by the milti-level mixtures of regula-

tions, guidelines and memoranda is confusion. "This confusion

permits slippage and evasion, particularly when supplemental. .

program memoranda have changed long-standing policies" (Berke

nad Kirst).

FinaLy, formallyadqpted plans of the State Department

of Education have served as incentives to cooperation, as in

the formation of the Area Vocational Technical Institutes

(AVTI) in response to the state plan for vocational education.

Basically, a plan shapes the actiVities of the state education

agency so as to bring about local efforts.

In addition to rational incentives, then, federal and state

levels of government can encourage interdistrict cooperation

through plans, regulations, differential-funding, and granting

the authority of taxation.

5 4
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ACTIVITIES FOR COOPERATION

While a great number of activities can best be provided
over a small area and under the control of a small service unit,
some educational activities are more properly carried out over

a larger geographic area or population base. Stephens (1973)
and Urzi (1974) describe services which are appropriate subjects
of interdistrict cooperation.

1. Regulatory (not, strictly speaking, a cooperative activity
but rather a delegation of state authority). Examples:
approtionment of state funds to local school districts;
auditing of local district accounts; approval of,school
distri4t boundary changes; approval of local school district
building programs, including long-range plans and educational
specifications; and, approval of school distr eor-

ganizational plans.

2 AdMinistrative services. Examples: accounding functions;
preparation of payroll and issuance of salaries; school
district census; interpretation of federal and state legis-
lation, and state education rules regulations; assistance
in bus transportationicoordination; liaison with other
governmental subdivisions; cooperative purchasing; main-
tenance of teacher substitute pool; and,a provision of pupil

accounting services, grade reporting, scheduling and
attendance, and other pupil related data management; and
data management for general administrative and fiscal

purposes.

Ins ructional ems and services. Examples: coopera-

tive employment of curriculum consultant services;
provision of educational media services, such as films,
television facilities, printing services, and audiovisual
services; chltd study and diagnostic services; educational

testing; and, consultant services for elementary-secondary
student personnel programs, such as guidance and its
coordination and upgrading.

4 ems and services for exce tional children. Examples:
_

consultant and inservice training services to special
education staff; coordination and/or supervision of
instructional services for exceptional children; di
provision of service for low incidence exceptional
children; home-bound instruction; and, pupil personnel
services adapted to the needs of exceptional children.

5. Research and development pr2uams and services. Examples:

assistance in and/or provision of administrative and
business management research and development studies such

as budget analysis, cost studies, long-range financial
planning, long-range facilities planning, and enrollment

trends and projections; assistance in and/or provision
of staff personnel research and development studies such
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as salary schedules and professional negotiations; curriculum
and instructional research and development such as needs
assessment, development of objectives, pilot projects, and
program:evaluation; and, provision of literature dissem-
ination, reviews, and critiques.

6. Staff devt.lpment programs and services. Examples;

inservice training for instructional personnel; staff
development for noninstructional personnel such as
bus drivers and cafeteria employees; staff development
and inservice training for administrative personnel;
and, developmental programs for members and officials of
governing boards of local school districts.

Potential cooperative services are obviously diverse. They
vary in kind, in the optimum size and delivery mechanism re-
quired, and in the incentives that will bring them about.

MECHANISMS FOR COOPERAT7ON

The activities of interdis rict cooperation are generally
mediated through organizatioaal structures. This section
examines the structures through which cooperative action can
be mediated in Minnesota.

The most common mechanism for interdistrict cooperation has
been the host_distriet, a mechanism by which a single district
governs and administers a service which is purchased by other
districts.

Historically, the host district has usually been the
largest district in the service area. The central cities of
Minneapolis and St. Paul, and to a lesser extent, Duluth, have
a long history of setting up and vending services to surrounding

districts. Examples are the Dowling School for Crippled
Children in Minnespolis and the Lindsey School in St. Paul
which were, for many years, t',? ,t-imary schools for orthopedically

handicapped children in the Y.iopolitan area. Each school
served several distr cts, with a commuting radius of up to
twenty miles.

While host district services have declined in the central
cities in recent years, they have expanded in other districts.
From 1965 to 1970, for example, the Hopkins school district
hosted an interdistrict special education facility. Governance
of this facility, however, was t102 responsibility of the Board
of Directors of the Educational Research and Development Council
(ERDC) of the Twin City Metropolitan Area, Inc. (Krantz, 1970).

Each of the 33 Area Voactional Technical institutes (AVTI)
is operated and governed by a host district and serves s udents
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both from within the host district and from the school districts
within the surrounding re'6ion. The state-wide plan for vocational
educat on, however, provides some state-wide coordination of the

AVTI's especially with regard to services and operations.

A second mechanism for interdistrict cooperation is the
'oint board, allowed under Minnesota Statutes 1961, Section
471.59, JOkat Exetcise o6 POWet6, as amended.

This statute permits two or more governmental units to
enter into an agreement to jointly exercise "any power common
to the contracting parties or any similar powers including those
which are the same except for the territorirl limits within
which they are exercised." The exact limitations on the exercise
of joint powers are, however, still not completely clear.

In Minnesota, joint boards have been used primarily to
provide a single cooperative activity. One example is Total
information in Educational Services (TIES), the largest data

A disadvanage of join
boars arc op ointe2 j le-te memhors.

This tends to remove the joint board members from direct
accountability to the public. MQ cooperative ac Li VLLV would

rarely receive detailA atte-ti,p: )atticipating

dist-cs unless a serious tin
By specific :lcts of he lo);isitur s distr

_

have been formed as a th- ive endeavor.

Ther-, are three such entities in minbesot The tiburban

Hennepin County Vocational Technical Schools (District No.
287); District No. 916, located lo liAnusota

and serves the No] ,1_,,,K=o

County Vocational rtid-11,ft,t1 sc.1! (;L,L1 ly, 91;h The,

distriLts have powers owl :11,Ht. 6

a joint board. The special joinl distrieta h IL Laxiag r

are empowered to act as independent school disuicts; and, are
al 2,:Inciltion,charged wim

speci) aduLation, .1nd dr, nedies

are apvinted 1 thi bra-I ii ti

The Ed"GlIt
formation was mace possiLlc
Chapter 8, is a fourth mechanism for interdistrict cooperation.
The purpose of the ECSU is to provide services on a cooperative

is that would be not economical for school districts to
provide on their own. The act also provides that all districts
within Development Region XI, comprising the metropolitan
Twin Cities arca, participate in regional educational plann ng.

, who__
[9/6,

Start-up monfos are iv:11111110 Cor che . formation of ECSU's

in ten regions throughout the state. AL the present time,
re Lanai. offices have been established or are about to be

established in the Twin Cities, Rochester, Mankato, Mrsha11,
Fergus Falls, ,)uluth, and Bimidji.
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The Educational Service Ag_TIE (ESA), established by a
special act of the legislature in 1973, was the prototype for
the ECSU. The ESA served school districts in the Southwest
and West Central Educational Service Area, and provided admin-
istrative services, data processing, evaluation and research,
vocational education, teacher personnel services, regional
planning, and vocational rehabilitation.

Another mechanism for cooperation, the voluntau educq7
tional cooperative, is generally formed under a joint powers
agreement, but may include a mixture of groups or agencies such
as local school districts, colleges and universities, Title III
centers, regionat educational laboratories, state education
agencies,.and other social or community agencies. A well
developed voluntary educational cooperative protects the autonomy
or local control of the basic unit while providing the bene-
fits of a complex agency (NCEC, undated).

School study or development councils are another possible
mechanism. "A school study council (also often called school
development couLcii) is a group of local school systems loosely
confederated, usually under the sponsorship of a college of
education, organized for the purpose of solving defined educa-
tional problems existing in member schools" (NCEC, undated).
In Minnesota an example of such a council is the Metropolitan
Educational Research and Development Council (ERDC), a non-
profit corporation made up of 42 school districts. Because
this type of school study council is not a true school district,
it is at some disadvantage in offering certain kinds of inter-
district cooperative services. (011 the other hand, these councils

have a great capacity for flexibility and, partially through their
linkage with institutions of higher education, they have a
history of research capability.

They also have a history of initiating activities that
later "spin off" into more formal sponr-orship. The Metropolitan
ERDC, for example, initiated the development of TIES and the
Social Studies Resource Center.

Finally, iaterdistrict cooperation can occur within

industry:!ducation cooperatives. Such cooperatives are found
in California, Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois, Iowa, Massachusetts
Ohio, and Oregon (NCEC, undated).

OPTIO S OPEN TO EVUCATIMA7 POLICY MAKERS

Public education is the responsibility of the state.
Hence, the legislative, executive, and judicial branches of
state government all have an interest in education and its con-
duct within the state.

T' legislative branch of government holds fiscal control
ov-: education agencies, and has recently become

6



interested in such phenomena as fluctuating school enrollments,
interdistrict cooperation, and the effectiveness for shaping
educational policy.

The executive branch includes the Governor, the State
Department of Education, and other state agencies plus some
agencies, such as the Departments of Welfare and Corrections,
also are engaged in varying capacities in the conduct of educa-
tional programs.

As part of the executive branch of government, the State
Department of Education has the ability to provide strong incen-
tives to interdistrict cooperation. Within broad limits set
by the legislature!.the Department of Education can promulgate
rules and regulations that have the force of law; can inter-
pret legislation commensurate with its desires; and, can require
that school districts regularly report specific types of infor-
mation, thus mandating attention to a given activity.

Quasi-governmental entities, such as the Legislative
Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments also have
substantial impact in shaping policy and incentives in Minnesota's
educational system.

Last, the judicial branch of government, through its
decisions, reveals its opinions regarding educational policies,
their legality, and their overall effectiveness.

The state government thus wields a large amount of power
which can be used to facilitate interdistrict cooperation. A
similar analysis could be performed at the federal level;
however, the power of the federal government is beyond the reach
of the Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments and
will therefore not be considered here.

The following options may be considered by educational
policy-makers in light of the previous analyses of rational and
controlled incentives; areas of cooperation; types of cooperative
endeavors; and the power inherent in levels of state government.
These options are by no means mutually exclusive.

OPTIONS OPTIONS

Mount a eneral bromotion and iublic educatiDLLsITRiaa
designed to strengthen the existing trend that favors inter-
district cooperation in general. This campaign could be
mediated through the State Department of Education, as well as
through the State Commissioner of Education's report(s) to
the legislature.

Su- ort and encoura e the format_ion of mechanisms fo
eration, most probably specifying the organiza-

tional form Of the mechanism, such as educational cooperative
service units, j6int boards, and special joint districts.

0 5 's

interdistrict:coo
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aupiL__!RIL2EsollIAg!_!pecified coo erative activities by
eclectic mechanisms as to conization or structure of coopera-
tion.

Pro ose fiscal incentives for interdistrict coo erati:JI,
such as, earmarked funding, differential amount or speed of
cash flow to cooperative activities, or riders on provisions for
funds.

Promote_ the rantin additional_ owers to_coourative
programs as an incentive, .e., authority to conduct certain
programs only on cooperative basis, or authority to levy
additional taxes for cooperative acivities or organizations.

Pro ose and promote administrativerfgulations, e.g.,
mandates, operating rules, reporting requirements, by the
State Department of Education that will serve as incentives to
interdistrict cooperation.

Promote ado tion of_2112121 by the State Department of
Education that will facilitate the creation of specific
mechanisms and activities of interdistrict cooperation.

Pro -ecifjc le lation to ovide incentives to

interdistr ct cooperation. This is assumed to be a mandate to
the Commissioner of Education, and need not be further examined

here, except to note the observation of Hooker and Mueller on

the related ,-object of school consolidation (1970):

"Any legislation involving the use of incentive
features must maintain those features at a high enough
support level so they are indeed attractive enough

to encourage reorganization. . -School district re-
organization legislation must be kept current to be
-effective; s agnant legislation will impede Che pro-

cess. .

Although some support exists regarding the utility of the
foregoing options, further research is necessary to document
more conclusively specific incentives to interdlatrict coopera-

tion. Such research might favolve the monitoesig of events as
a cooperative endeavor comes into being; or the reconstruction
of the developmental histories of existing cooperative endeavors.

6 0
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2.

INTERDISTRICT COOPERATION STUDY*

Prepared by the Minnesota State
Department of Education

laud/le-Lon

The data for this paper were derived from two studies
conducted by and for the Division of Planning and Development
of the Minnesota Department of Education. The first study
tabulated and analyzed the results or surveys of school
districts and_was conducted by seven regional planning agencies
in the State.1 These surveys elicited data on the types of
existing interdistrict cooperation as well as the types of
activities which district personnel felt would be appropriate
for Educational Cooperative Service Unit (ECSU) Implementation.
In the second study, the area of incentives for interdistrict
cooperation was examined in detail.2

ent Sta.-to o Coopetation in Minne4ota Schoa Di4tAia4

The above mentioned surveys did not elicit data on inter-
district cooperation from all of Minnesota's development regions.
In addition, the seven surveys were independent in design and
execution, and the resulting responses/results are not pre-
cisely comparable. Following is a synopsis of existing inter-

district cooperation:

Regions 1 and 2: No data were submitted for this part of

the survey.

Region 3: No su_ ey was conducted in this,region.

*See Appendix 1: Advisory Council Fluctuating School

Enrollments Special Studies.

1-Division of Planning and Development, Minnesota State
Devrtment of Education: Res12RgA_Cooperation_and the Proppeed_

Educational Coo-erative Service Unit_Organization.

2Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments:
Ince -ives for Interdistrict Coo-eration.

507



Region 4:

Service or Pro ram Number of Districts _of Respoading Diatricts

Special Education 27 96.4

Vocational Education 20 71.4

Psychological Services 18 64.3

Cooperative Purchasing 8 28.6

Teacher Employment 2 7.1

Other 5 17.9

Regions 5 and 7:

Service or Program Number of Districts Responding Dis ricts

Special Education 56 93.3

Vocational Education 39 65.0

Cooperative Purchasing 31 51.7

Film Library 22 36.7

Mental Health Services 15 25.0

Shared Classroom Teachers 6 10.0

Cooperation with Colleges 1 1.7

Other 19 31.7

Regions 6 and 8: No survey was conducted as rt ECSU type

organfration is already in existence in these regions providing

services in areas such as special education, social and

psychological services, cooperative purchasing, and media

services.

Region 9:

ServicittMlaa % Public Res ondents % Non- ublic Respondents

Speech Pathologist 67.0

Mental Retardation Tchr 67.0

Vocational Education 61.0

Psychologist 54.0

Social Workers 37.0

SLBP 22.0

Hearing Handicap Tchrs. 22.0

Nursing 20.0

Cooperative Purchasing 20.0

Psychiatrist 13.0

Region 10:

51.0
9.0
3.0
34.0
14.0
20.0
11.0
71.0
0.0

23.0

Service % Public Resnondents % Non-Public_ ResapjmL1

Special Education 92.7

Film Libraries .5*

'cLack of mutually exclusive categories prevents aggrega-

tion of like-type activities into larger categories. For

example, a substantial number of schools noted cooperation in

other media services (in addition to film libraries).
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Servi-- Public Re ondints

Computer Services
Vocational Centers
Vocational Center Ping.

Region 11:

Service

60.0
27.3

21.8

7; Non-Public Res ondents

2.0

ber of Pa tic Dis riots**

Special Education
Data Processing
Vocational Education
Research and Development

53

40 or more
31

41

Inhibito44 Coopetatton

The Advisory Council's paper on incentives to inter-
district cooperation lists three inhibitors to cooperation.
These "rational distinctives" may be described as:

1. A fear that L, new cooperative structure will tend to
isolate the original governing body from its natural

constituency.

A fear that cooperation may cause or permit the existence

of units or layers of organization which ideally should

cease to exist.

The po:.sibility of the mere'appearance f cooperation

without actual cooperating taking place.

Fi4ccit Ineentive4

The Advisory Couneil's paper on incentives to interdistrict

cooperation discussed a number of aspects of the provision of

fiscal incentives to encourage interdistrict cooperation. Not

discussed, however, are the dollar levels which would be

required or most optimal.

The first type of fiscal incentive refered to is "differen-

tial funding." This could consist of a direct grant of money

earmarked to a specific activity. Or it might be a direct

grant to support a particular organizational vehicle. The

incentive mechanism could, in whole or in part, be the timing

of cash flows. It is pointed out in the Council's paper that
differential funding might turn out to be less than effective

if funding is never discontinued irrespective of the degree

of evasion or non-compliance.

**A number of districts outside of Region 11 participate
in certain services listed.

6 5
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Another approach to fiscal incentives is to grant, to
cooperating agencies, the authority to levy taxes. This is
particularly popular with financially pressed school districts
who are not able to continue expansive programs or services.

A major problem with the use of many fiscal incentives is
related to the financial structure and practices of school
districts. They (incentive funds) can too easily be manip-
ulated by the district and "lost" in the shuffle of the mon_s
received from the large multiple funding sources. Consequently,

incentive funds should be substantial enough to support the
cooperative programs.
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Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments

1. Subject:

Special Study

_rdistrict Cooperation

2. Purpose of Study:
1) To determine the feasibility of fiscal incentives for

interdistrict cooperation.
2) To determine level of fiscal incentives for consolida-

tion which would be distributed on a prcrared basis
according to size of the new distrit.

Related Problem Areas:
Section IV A6 Organization/Governance
Section IV B6 Organization/Governance

4. Related Alternative Solutions:
Alt. Sol. 41 Fiscal Incentives for Interdistrict cooperation

Alt. Sol. 45 Fiscal Incentives to Consolidation

Questions to be addressed:
1) What is the current status of cooperation s-atewide

in vocational education and special education by
region?

2) What are the inhibitors to cooperation? (e.g., paying

mileage for travel)
3) What level of fiscal incentives should be considered

to encourage cooperation?
4) What levels of fiscal incentives should be considered

in encouraging consolidation of two or more districts?
-) What is the feasibility of more than two districts con-

solidating?

Required Data Base:
1) Current status of cooperatIve programs

a. # of districts
b. by region
c. total statewide

2) Woodlake-Echo Cooperative Agreement beginning 1977

7. Desired Format of Report:
1) Current status of cooperative pro- ams in ...nnesota

a. level of authority
) Inhibitors to cooperation

3) Level of fiscal incentives for interdist ict cooperation

4) Level of fiscal incentives for consolida on

5) Recommondatlons:
a. fiscal incentives for Interdlstriet operation

b. fiscal incentives for consolidation

8. Estimated Completion Date: May 1, 1976

Reporting Date: May 7, 1976 (Council meet _g)
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COOPERATIVE PURCHASING AND THE
SHARING OF FACILITIES BY MINNESOTA
PUBLIC.SCHOOL DISTRICTS srupy*

Prepared by the Minnesota State
Department of Education

1 daction

Data u ed for this report were derived substantially from
two studies conducted by or for the Division of Planning and
Development of the Minnesota Department of Education. In the

first study, seven regional agencies surveyed their school dis-
tricts on their participation in interdistrict cooperative
efforts as well as on their views regarding the proper role of
an Educational Cooperative Service Unit (ECSU), also referred

to as ESAs. These surveys were incorporated into one report
by the Division of Planning and Development. The second study,
currently unpublished, was an economic examination of two
cooperative purchasing programs--one operated by the Southwest
and West Central Educational Service Area (SW & WC ESA) Media
Center in Montevideo and the other operated by the Central
Minnesota Educational Research and Development Council (CMERDC)
in St. Cloud.

CoopnatLve PwtcitaAing

C ent Stata6:

The regional surveys indicated interdistrict2 cooperative

purchasing as follows:

Regions 1 and
Region 3
Region 4

'Regions 5 and
Region 9
Region 10

2 lir, data was submit:fed

no study made iu this region
cooperation by at least 8 districts2

7 -- cooperation by at least 31 districts2
cooperation by at least 9 districts2
no cooperation noted in survey

*See Appendix 1: Advisory Council on Fluctuating Se ool

Enro lments Special Studies.

1
-lhe. Survey&

cooperation with

-A response v

Region.

t luery the districts as to possible
of government (city, county, etc

2eceived from every district in the

513

668



Region 11 nL cooperation noted in survey

In -iclitiom to the above, approximately 9C districts in Region

6 and 8 participate in the cooperative purchasing program/run

by SW and WC ESAs Media :enter. Although the above data is

somewhat incomplete, it does appear that most of the State's

interdistrict cooperative purchasing is in Regions 4, 5, 6E,

6W, 7E, 7W and 8 and utilizes a EGSU type vehicle (the SW &

( WC ESA modia Cen ,- or the CMERDC).

LI 'beeiro

None of the studies addressed themselves to potentiel

problems involved with cooperative purchasing programs. Staff

at both the Media Center and the CMERDC submit that their pro-

gramE are popular with their member districts. By contrast,

however, cooperative purchasing was not one of the services

which the surveyed districts felt should be given priority

by a regional ESA organization. Conceivably, lack of exper-

ience witi this typo of pu _ 4ram might expls. n this ,emingl,

inconsistent situaii

Co,st E66ects

The studies of the cooperative purchasing operations of

the SW and WC ESA and the CMERDC were conducted via an in

person visit to these operations and interviews with the per-

sonnel in charge. On the basis of these investigations, it

appears that these operations can provide significant savings

to th, ,mall to tedium size school distr ts typical of those

found outside the State's major metropolLtan areas (Twin Cities

and Duluth).

The cost studies of these two operations used as its

point of departure data supplied by the operations themselves

regarding the per item prices paid by their member districts

and those paid by similar sized districts who-were not in the

program. They submitted that their surveys indicated that

these direct savings averaged from 25 to 35 percent for the

total of all items purchased for the districts in their programs.

The researcher from the Division of Planning and Development

converted these estimates into dollar values and then proceeded

to assign the necessary fixed and overhead charges required

in the derivation of net savings. A brief recap of the two

operations is as follows:

SW & WC Media_ Center

Direc Savings:

BIL ore Coo Pu Med a Center Cost Direct:Savinga

Paper Products
Equipment

04,664
85,915

208,347
44,700 si174,15?

Lamps, Bulbs 37,339 18,416 18,923

General Supplies 27,532 14,293 13,239
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Ov_rhead and Admi3 s rative Costs:

Delivery Costs (Van depr., gasoline, salaries, e

Storage Costs (Bldg. depr., utilities, etc.)

Administrative and Support Staff

Net Savings
Percentage Savings 155-2_881_

455,449 -4.44

Central Minnesota Educational_Research
and Development Council Opfration

Estimated Cost Without Cooperative Purchasing

Less: CMERDC Bid Cost
Direct Savings

Administrative Overhead Costs.

Delivery Costs
Building Costs
Utilities and Supplies
Administrative and Support

Net Savings
Percent Savings 190,193

$12,000
5,885
2,098

Staff

21.2%

$12,000
5,885
2,098

13 300

33,283
$190,193

-
803,904

$2,244
894

l0 640

13,778

$155,889

$893,904
670t428
223,476

At least part of the difference in the percentage savings

between the two operations may reflect the difference in the

items purchased. The CMERDC operation included substantial

quantities of foodstuffs; the Media Center operationyilid not

(the Media Center has since added foodstuffs). The per item

savings possible on the purchase of foodstuffs is not as

substantial, for example, as the obtainable on audio-visual

equipment.

It should again be emphasized that the very important

figures on direct savings were taken from the records of the

operations, themselves. No independent survey has so far been

attempted to verify the reasonableness of the estimates.

FeasitIaity/AtteAnat-Lvez

On the basis of the above two operations, cooperative

purchasing definitely appears feasible. Districts might also

investigate the possibility of cooperation with other govern7

mental units in thier immediate area (e.g., cities, counties).

Recommendation4

Not in the purview of researcher.

7 0
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Skairüw Fac

ent StatuA

Reference is again made to the studies conducted by the

seven regional agencies. The first part of that study was a

survey of existing coop facilities. A brief synopsis of this

survey is as follows:

Regions 1 and 2 -- no data was submitted

Region 3 -- no study made in this region

Region 4 -- at least 20 districts share a vocational

center3
Regions 5 and 7 -- at least 39 districts share a vocational

center and at least 22 share a film

library3

Region 9 at least 28 districts share a vocational

center3

Region 10 -- sharing of vocational center, film
library, and data processing equipment

and services

Region 11 -- substantial sharing of data processing
equipment and services; also, sharing

of vocational center

Interdistrict sharing of a vocational center Is by far the

most commonly shared facility.

Feazibitity

Again, as with cooperative purchasing, the existence of

widespread sharing of facilities such as vocational centers

s..tems to indicate the feasibility of the concept. As a matter

of fact, incentives for sharing may be considerable. Three

hundred and twenty-nine of the State's 436 school districts

experienced a decreasing enrollment trend between October, 1974

and October 19754 A substantial number of these districts

are contiguous with each other. By contrast, only 80 districts

displayed a growing trend, and 79 of these were contiguous

with one or more of the declining districts.

InkaitahA

Possibly the only major inhibitor may be geographical

considerations (e.g., one elongated district contiguous with

a similar district but in a geometrically inappropriate manner).

3-A response was not received from every district in this Region.

4The enrollment trend is defined as the change in a district _

grades 1-6 enrollment between consecutive October lsts. A value of

under 100 percent implies a decreasing trend, 100 percent no change,

and grc:ater than 100 percent a growth trend.
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Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments

Special Study

1. Subject: Cooperative Furcha ing and Sharing of Facilities

2. Purpose of Study:

1) To determin the feasibility of cooperative purchasing
between school districts and other governmental units
through the State Department of Administration or the

Regional Service Units.
2) To determine the feasibility of the legislature pro-

viding incentives for the leasing or sharing of school
facilities between school districts and other govern-
mental units.

Related Problem Areas:
Section IV A3 Facilities

Section IV4a Student Facilities
Section IV 5c Instructional Supplies and Equipment

Section IV B3 Facilities

Related Alternative Solutions:

Alt. Sol. 20 Cooperative Purchasing
Alt. Sol. 21 Incentives for sharing facIlIties

S. Questions to be Addressed:

A. Cao.erativu Purchas n

1. What is the current status of cooperative purchasing?

a. state level
b. regional level
c. district level

2. What are the perce ved proble with cooperative

purchasing?
a. state level

b. regional level
c. district level

B. Incentives for_sharin facilities -

1. What is the current status of the sharing of

facilities between districts?

2. What declining and growing districts are currently

in a position to geographically ntilize this con-

cept in the future?
3. What are the inhibitors to sharing facilities?

a. cultural
b. tevenue
c. educational program
d. geographic location

672
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Required Data Base:
1. # of districts currently participating in cooperat

purchasing
2. Current state level activity in cooperative purchasing
3. Current regional level activity in cooperative purchasing
4. # of neighboring declining/growing districts by geographic

location and region

7. Desired Format of Report:

A. Cooerative Purchasi
. Current status

2. Perceived problems
3. Cost effects
4. Feasibility/alternatives
5. Recommendations

B. Incentives for sharing facilities -
1. Current status
2. Feasibility
3. Inhibitors
4. Recommendations

Eatimated Completion Date: May 1, 1976

Reporting Date: May 7, 1976 (Council meeting)
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4.

RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON FLUCTUATING SCHOOL
ENROLLMENTS CONCERNING INTERMEDIATE EDUCATIONAL UNITS

Preface

The Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments was
created by the Minnesota Legislature in 1974, to "examine, by what-
ever means it deems appropriate, the impact of fluctuating school
enrollments and their consequential effect on the quality and cost
of education" (Laws of Minnesota, 1974, Chapter 355, Sec. 68, Subd. 3).

In addition, the Council was specifically required to make
findings and recommendations regarding, "the optimal size of re-
eional units of cooperation" [Laws of Minnesota, 1974, Chapter 355,
Sec. 68, Subda 3(f)]. In light of this requirement and the like-
lihood Of legislative action at the 1975 Session on regional units
of cooperation, the Council considered it propitious to make
preliminary and tentative recommendations at this time on one
topic primarily--that of the apprDpriateness, desirability, and
utility of developing intermediate educational structures lining
the broadest capacities of the State Department of Education to
the specific needs of local school districts.

By restricting the preliminary recommendations to issues

lated to RESA's* the Council is not indicating that the RESA's

_ the prime or major response to the problems associated with

fluctuating enrollments. The limitation of focus of this report

is solely based upon time limitations and our belief that RESA's

would be high on the legislative agenda for 1975.

Presently, a number of proposals have been made concerning

these intermediate etructures. The Metropolitan Council,

Citizens League, the Educational Research and Development

Council of the Twin' Cities--among uthers--have generated diverse

approaches to fte question, and while they vary in many ways,
they have ae tl:eir core the idea that regional educational

service areas (RESA's) can provide essential programs and

services to larger populations and often at lower costs. They

are a kind of educational "shock absorber," so that distriets

n propcsed legs1ation, a regional e ucation service

area is called an educational cooperative service unit. The

concept, however, is essentially the same.
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Whose enrollments nay vary substantially in the future shall

continue to have access to, and make available, the best

possible educational program for all of the state's children.

The Council wishes to emphasize that because of the need to

make a prompt and forthright recommendation, no hearings or

other solicitation of citizens' reaction have been held or made.

The Council will utilize these and other appropriate methods to

inform itself fully and factually before promulgating additional

findings.

Recomendations

1. The Council believes that the Minnesota Legislature should

provide for a statewide arrangement of regional educational

service areas.
2. The Council believes that the initial organization of each

area should occur only upon petition to the State Board of

Education by a majority of all school districts in the

designated area.

3. The Council believes that, in general, each of these areas

should be contiguous with the extant Development Regions.

4 The Council believes that participation in each area should

be voluntary, except that all local districts should be

required to participate in planning-activities on a regular

basis.

5. The Council believes that the primary function of these

areas wouldbe the provision of planning and other services

to local districts, according to locally derived needs as

expressed through regional priorities.

6. The Council believes that funding for each area should be

based an a combination of state support and fees for ser-

vices to districts.
7. The Council believes that each urea should be governed hy

lay citizens selkctre c,n a proportional hurls by local

school board m,2nbLrs with ccIvce co:.1 counsel frcl. o board

-f adminiE-:trators.

Subsdylot tfCl."

in greater (Iota

Oocunt oNrAno

1. The councd1 bel.levs_that t1jo,lynoao.ta_bey4 71hoolcl

Erovide_for_asatowie zrran:c7A!nt_of_rcOonal -d cationa.=

service_areas.
'The Council supports the adoption of the RESA concept

for four reasons: (a) it will provide better educational pro-

grams and services than do present structures and thereby

contribute to the achievement of the constitutional goal of a

"general and uniform" Educational System; (b) it will allow

broad flexibiliy iu areas with fluctuating anroilLants; (c) it

will permit planning on a statewide basis; (d) of alternative

plans, the regional unit is most appropriate for Minnesota's

educational neads.

(i 7 ,5
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Setvice4
la the last 25 years school districts have found that

their capacity to provide a high level of service is
constrained by increasing costs, Inadequate instructional
resources, inaufficient levels of support service, and sn
inability to attract and hold qualified staff(Stephens,
1973, p. 18). Under such conditions, programs or services
are often cut back on a diatrict-to-district basis when
these services could be retained and delivered in an
efficient and effective way under the "uthrellan of a
regional structure. To some degree, the RESA can protect
districts from either having to lop off programs or services
for most students or having to cut back on very expensive
program for smell populations. The experience, albeit
brief, of the pilot Southwest MESA, demonstrates the
ability of the RESA concept to enhance the quality and
general availability purchasing of aervices, media services,
special education programs and services has apparently
begun to make differences in the schools served by the
Southwest and West Central MESA.

FL
AB the school-age PopulaLion begins to luctuate wi h

the down-turn in the state's birth rate and with varying
migration patterns, there will be enrollment dislocations
in Minnesota's school districts, as there already are in

Twin Cities suburbs. These fluctuations will continue and
will become even more exaggerated in the next 10 years
(Christenson, 1975; Reinhardt, 1975). As enrollments
decline, for Instance, the capacity of a district to
maintain more than a minimum level of program will become
problematic. Since school funding is based ultimately on
the kind and number of students in a district, year-to-year
enrollment fluctuations will have an immediate and serious
impact on local district operations, whether these districts

are large or small, urban or rural. A regional structure
will assist the declining enrollment district by providing
those services it could not otherwise afford to cffer on its

own. In the case of a district with expanding enrollments,
the regional structure can assist in the rapid development

of programs and services on cost-effective basis.

e
ncreasingly apparent t.hat the educational

ure in the state needs to dcvelop a planning capahi.lity

which mediates between the broadest planning function at the

state level and the planning accomplished at 'the district

level. The RESA will permit quickpl collection of data on

level. The RESA will permit quick collection of data en

a regional framework by the RESA to accommodate both local

and regional planning needs. At the same time, the RESA

can turn around and provide data from the region to appro-

priate state age,-eles. One may surmise the rapid development

of an educational 'tanning neterork which is congenial-to

both state and le- frames of reference. The regional unit

will play a vital irt in forging and maintaining those links.

7 6
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Ot.heJt ateknativa
There are four basic ways of responding to these chal-

lenges: increasing district size mad so decreasing the
perception of local control; developing an environment
within wilich cooperative ventures by local districts might
flourish; direct delivery of services to districts by the
SDE; and development of a regional structure between the
district and SDE.

The first and third of these carry with them the cer-
tainty of increased state participation, and this is construed
by many to mean increased state control. Or, putting it in
a slightly different light, it might be argued that local
participation in educational affairs would become more dif-
fuse and less potent with increased district size or greater
state participation.

The second alternative has worked with success in other
states, although it seems clear that by design, cooperative
ventures never enjoy statewide impact ati they inevitably
reflect a kind of preordained fragmentation. For example,
forji variety of reasons duplication of effort cannot be
controlled, and in general these ventures are confined to
one or two specific kinds of programs, rather than an array
of them (Urzi, 1974).

The RESA concept provides a reasonable method of
accomodation to local and state needs, particularly in
the areas of what has been called "articulation, coordination,
and supplementation" (Rhodes, 1963, pp. 9-13). On the one hand,

a RESA can measure, through many techniques, what it is
which local districts require, develop programs which respond
to those requirements, coordinate these activities, and act

as an adjunct to appropriate local and state services.

There is no doubt that the int rests of districts in
maintaining local control is better served through the
regional unit as compared to the other methods outlined
above. But it is also probably true that the state receives
greater benefits for monies expanded in USA's than in other

arrangements.

For example, the Southwest and West Central educational
service area (the "pilot" ESA) was authorizIA by the legisla-
ture in 1973 to "assist in meeting specific educational needs

of children in participating districts" and to "supplement
the educational program of local school C.stricts in areas of

special need or areas of low incidence of popils and enroll-

ments." The pilot ESA has increased the overall level of
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educational service in that part of the state without depriving
the local districts of autonomy or the state of vast amounts

of resources. The extent to which such advantages way be
directly neasured is not totally clear, but the trend Is a

positive one.

There is natural and understandable resistence to the

development of another level in the state's educational

hierarchy. Tha RESA la by no means a radical choice in the

alteration of Minnesota's elementary and secondary educa-

tional atructure, but it does create another administrative
level, a development whidh suggests a new range of organiza-

tional :=rohlems Which shall require thoughtful attention.

Aa a partial "re-tooling," the RESA would have eventual

impact on both local and state level educational agencies.

The Council contiaues to be aware of, and sensitive to,

the concerns of local districto across the state that the

genesis of RESA's would impinge on local imperatives. We

believe that it is in the best interests of education to

continue the local perception of local needs as the central

point in eny consideration of USA's.

2. TIla Council believes that the initial or

area should occur oul u on ti

Education b a ma orit of all

designated a_
Since we have concluded that the RESA concept has nuch

to offer to the state of Minnesota, especially in an era of

inflation and fluctuating enrollments, we have given serious

thought to recommending that the State Legislature create

the RESA's themselves by statute. Such an approach would

insure the most expeditious implementation of the concept.

Nonetheless, we have concluded that it would be unwise

to take this approach. Instead, we recommend that the State

Legislature enact enabling legislation and leave the crea-

tion of the RESA's to the school districts in each Development

Region.
There are several reasons for this decision. Since the

primary purpose of RESA is to organi:! and provide programs,

services, and planning to local districts, it is appropriate

that districts in the area exercise control over the initia-

tion and development of a RESA in that area. Moreover, there

is substantial evidence that the school districts in several

of the Development Regions are already prepared to create

RESA's. Thus, there promises to be expeditious implementa-

tion without raising the often emotional issue of local

control and without obscuring the merits of USA's.

anization of each
n to the State

4

ard o
he
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The Council believes that in eneral each of these areas
t develo.ment rejons.

noted above, one of the specific issues the Council was
asked to address was, "the optimal size of regional units of co-
operation" [Laws of Minnesota, 1974, Chapter 355, Sec. 68, Subd.

We have concluded that the most appropriate size of
RESA'a is that associated with the Development Regions. The
size is not necessarily the "opti.mal" one in terna of a

financial analysis. Indeed, we do not think it is possible
to find any one measure of size that is "optimal" in this

sense. Rather, the Development Region's size is "optimal" in
the sense that, in weighing the various alternatives, it
seems to be the best one.

One of the most thorough examinations of the intermediate
unit plan reviewed a number of standards involved in the
organization of RESA's (Stephens, 1967). Typically, these
involve a minimum student population, a certain number of
districts, geographical size and travel tine considerations,
financial base, and--as in the Council's recommendation--
delineation according to other already existing substate
level governmental areas, units, or structures.

Minimum student population is a convenient, if some-
what inefficient, way of thinking about organizing RESA's.

Inman's review (1966, p. 25) of seven states with intermediate
units showed a range from a 5,000 pupil minimum to 125,000
in New York state. Boundaries based on student populations

may be drawn arbitrarily or capriciously, isolated from the
reality of shared problems across a number of districts
similar in other ways. If minimum populations are enforced

as a criterion for an area, then boundary changes would have

to be considered as enrollments varied. If implemented,

RESA's would be adding and deleting districts at irregular
intervals, hardly a stable arrangement for any organization.

Often, enrollment standards are combined with the
physical considerations of distance and travel time.
One "rule of thumb" has it that no local district should be

more than one hour travel time or 50 miles from the RESA

central office. (Other variables pertain, of course, fram

the quality of highways to the locations of populations to

be served and local weather conditions.) Such constraints

are not unreasonable, but they ought not to be the sole

criterion.
The number of districts in the RESA is a function of

the first three factors above, and as districts vary in
size--area and population--it is not a particularly pro-

ductive strategy to use.
Financial base is mantioned by Stephens and others,_

but it is never defined and discuased. One may surmise that

it is based on some scrt of valuation scheme and other

revenue-derived criteria. Tt does not appear to have been
used by any state as a paime standard.

hould be con
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The standard which the Council recoameads, that of

adhering to Development Region boundariee, is practicable

because of relative ease of adoption, because such a resolu-

tion would avoid drawing another jet (3 bomdaries (of whidh

there already seem to be too max:-) and would tend to rein-

force the identity of the regious as a focal point of

decisionmaking, and because these areas offer reasonable

size and population parameters for the short and medium-

range future.
RESA's so construed would have a hie,. potential for

responding to local and regional concerns because of their

comprehensible size, and yet they would be large enough to

adjust to enrollment variations and still provide effective

and efficient programs and services to districts.

Under certain circumstances, persuasive circumatances,

a district on the border of a region may wish to join the

RESA in the adjacent region. The Council believes that such

options should be granted within the constraint of reason

and operating efficiency. Some flexibility is desirable

in thie.regard.

4. The Council believes tha each area should

be voluntary, exc re-

basia.
Voluntary participation has the advantage of retaining

initiative power (and terminating power as well) in the local

district. This arrangenent explicitly increases the need

for the RESA to remain responsive to local problems and needs.

If participation were mandatory, the question of in-

creased state control becomes germane. :The local district

would theo have another educational power with which to

contend, and because organizations behave in fairly predic-

table ways, the local district would probably have to accept

programs and services not all of which it would select on

its own.
The Council feels that a reasonable case can be made

for voluntary participation in programs and services and

mandatory cooperation in regional needs assessment and plan-

ning. Planning includes such activities as, "...school

enrollment projections, program evaluations, studies of

human and fiscal resources availability and distribution"

(adapted for ERDC Proposal, 2/3/75). A school district can

select programs and services appropriate for it, while the

regional agency has the advantage of developing rather com-

plete regional data for its own uses. And in this way a

nonparticipating local district might be enticed into parti-

cipation over time. Or, if the dietrict continued not to



participate, it could continue to check local perceptions
of need with those it neighboring districts.

There is little doubt, however, that there is consider-
able skittishness about state control, as it is-tied to this
question of mandatory versus voluntary participaiion.
Wtighted against that concern is the clear-cut need for a
broader and more effective planning base at the regional

level. As has been observed, "The educational system has
.grown substantially through experience and as a result of
pressures to ueet growing needs rather than through careful
analysis and planning" (Reller and Corbally, 1967, p. 145).
Required participation in planning will permit better
anticipation of need at a level closer to local school
districts. A substantial increase in the coordination,
quality,_and acceptance of planning would undoubtedly
occur. (See comments under Recommendation 1.)

The Council is concerned that those districts which may
elect to not participate in a RESA structure nay be those
districts which would profit most from such an arrangement.
That is an important risk, but one which must be taken, for
if the RESA concept is validand the Council believes it
is--then most districts would find it advantageous to par-

ticipate. It seems clear that voluntary participation is
preferable to other alternatives.

5. The Council believes_that the ma function of these

areas would be the rovision o lann and_ other servicea
etc accord_n to locall derived needs

smressedthroulalriorities.
The depl,gn of the organization is, in the view of the

Council tho crucial question in regard to the existence of

RESAls. In other states, these stxuctures have been re-
stricted to the service function, although in rare instances
some regulatory power has been assigned. As the "pilot"
ESA report states, "Some ESA units provide programs and
services directly to children often in conjunction with a
school district. Other such units provide an advisory or
consultative service to the district and the district, in
turn, provides for the needs of students" (1974, p. 7).
The Minnesota ESA serves both functions as follows:

,Adrruniztna,1 .e Setvice6
Comptehenzive Educationat Ptanta..ng

Data PtaCe4bing
Pxopo4de Devetopment
in-SeAvice P4Opitam4
Pto6u4Sionae NOAffiatxon Ceatet
Statewide FacitZtatcOL



Ifl6.tW.t1OflO2 ScXvtcc
Fine Aat4 and Humanities
Giged StudentA
Human Retationa
IGE and Right lb Read
"luting and COLIMA

Special Education Sexaces
Alteanative6 ioa EmotionatNiXistuAbed
AdolueentA

Cooadimation e6 Mentally Retaaded Ftogaand
Cooadination o6 SOP PPLogum6
Developmental VL4aWLt2
Editation Senvice CenteAs
Hearling Impaiked
Special Education instAuctiomal Mate.tLaL s

Centeft.

Special Educgtion Regional Consultant

Media Seuices
Coopmation Putehas' g
Equipment Repaa
Media Diztxaution
Pftinting
Resouace Cent Right to Read

The Council believes this array of services (ESA, 1974,
p. to be indicative of the typical structure of a RESA,
and that it is in the best interests of both the districts and
SDE to constrain the function of RESA's to service only.

There is a danger--and a probability--that in locating
a regulatory function in the RESA, the districts will feel
threatened* And while it might be something of a relief for
the SDE to spin off certain superficial regulatory functions,
such an arrangement. might be contrary to either tradition or
the optimal functioning of the educational structure of the
state.

It is plainly difficult to attempt to serve two masters,
and the burden of existing as a link between the SDE and
the district is sufficiently onerous without the inclusion
of a governance function. The assigning of even a minimal
or superficial regulatory power creates a set of less than
amicable conditions within which the three levels must

operate.
The significant factor, as the ESA report suggests, is

the "method for determining priority needs and level (state,

region, school district)" (1974, p. 7). As it has stated in
Recommendation 4, the Council believes that all, districts,
regardless of membership status, should be involved in the
assessnent of local and regional needs.
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The Council assumes, additionally, that local needs
vary from region to region and that, as a result, the
articulation and delivery of programa and services would
aleo vary. Whether subsumed under the aegis of responsive-
ness or flexibility or innovation, it is important that
such differences among RESAls be considered essential rather
than aberrational.

Another way of examining the question of service versus
regulatory functioning is to ensure a minimum of "develop-
mental or incremental" regulation by exclusing from gover-
nance those with either indirect or direct ties to the SDE
positions. This will be developed in Recommendation 7.

6. The Couucil believe- that fundin: each area should be
on a combinat and fees for services

to districts.

Presently, the "pilot" ESA receives an annual $50,000
appropriation from the state, and additional monies are
generated through dues and contracts foc )c.vrviees from
local districts. This approach to funding from a combina-
tion of sources ia, not surprisingly, typical of RESAV
structures in other states, although the sources of funding
do vary.

Other revenue producing possibilities include (a)
authority to levy taxes of a limited amount, generally one
mill: (b) a weighted formula for the distribution of state
monies; (c) a flat grant from the state; (d) federal and
private monies; (e) contracts or dues with state matching;
(f) contracts or dues wihtout state matching; (g)_various
combinations of the above, as in the case of the "pilot"
ESA..

The authority to_levy taxes is appealing primarily
.1secause of its simplicity. However, this method would
generate fiscal disparities from area to area, A this
approach to funding is not especially sensi.tivc :o parti-
cular regional requirements.

- The weighted_formula allocates dollars a (3-rding to
both enrollment and property value factors. ike the power
to tax, it implies that RESA;s would be fun A regardless
of their inclination to respond to local ds, but this
approach would provide a fairer distribut n of wealth than
the power to tax.

The third method, the flat grant., has two variations.
In the first, equal dollars are distributed to all RESATs;
the second variation is to make the grants on a per capita
basis. Local problems and requirements are generally dis-
regarded in the flat grant.
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In all these approaches, the hand of the state i
visible, and while that may discomfort advocates of local

control, One needs remember that education is a function

assigned to the state.
,

The less critical methods cited in the literature are,
first, contracts with ewe matching in Which monies are
allocated on the basis of the level of cooperative activities
among districts. As Urzi suggests, cooperation may coma ai

the expense of delineating local needs (1974, p. 11). Secondly

contracts without state matching involve total reliance on
local resources which are probably insufficient to provide
for a minimum level of service and which suggest year-to-
year vulnerability of the RESA. In the words of the ESA

report, "staffing and long-range planning (would be) diffi-

cult for both the service unit and constituent local dis-

tricts" (1974), p. 27).
One night argue that a coMbination of funding patterns

may be needlessly complex. Simplication, while appealing,

tends to accentuate patterns of fiecal disequilibrium. In

order to compensate for differing enrollments, patterns of

wealth, programmatic and service requirements of.decidedly
different levels, the Council believes it to be more desire

ble to develop a funding plan which encompasses (and con-

trols) many of the factors in question.
In particular, the flat grant by the state encourages

organizational stability while still leaving room for.local

initiatives to be expressed. It pay be that even with the
flat grant funding, some districts may not have in their

budgets available dollars to permit their participation

in RESA programs and services.
The Council recognizes that the local school district

budgets from which the fees for services are secured are

contingent on the foundation aid program's being adequate.

It is, therefore, incumbent upon the Legislature to fix the

foundation aid formula at a level that would permit this

expenditure.
Present funding patterns and district-to-district cost

differentials may cause delays in joining the RESA. However,

the Council velieves that this arrangement of combining flat

grants with service fees is an equitable plan for resource

distribution.

7. The Council believes that each area should be E2yerned

b- law citizens selected on a .roortonal basis b

local school board members with advice and counse_ from

_admini
The question of governance is, as the Council has

ied to sugRest earlier, one of great importance. There
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is a critical need to "design' in the greatest degree of

responsiveness in the board without neglecting the impor-
tance of experience in matters educational among lay

_itizens.
For this reason, the Council believes that school

board members are in the best position to aelect representa-
tives for the regional board. In some =esti, the regional
area board may be made up of school board members predom-
inantly; in other instances, persons with limited school
board experience but substantial prior contributions to the

community in other areas may constitute the bulk of re-
gional board membership. In all probability, varying
combinations will result. The point is that the school
board may Choose whomever it wishea to serve.

Area board members should be elected on a proportional

population basic; (either of citizens or students) for terms
not to exceed, for example, three years. Initially, the

terms should vary so that a regular rotation of board members

is encouraged. This can be.reinforced by a decision as to
the number of terms one may serve before one must leave the

board for a time. Specific arrangements need to be developed

as the area plan comes to fruition.
Finally, an advisory board should be developed which

would utilize the skill's' and talents of local administrators

in participating LEAls. This board would have no policy
making responsibility; instead, it would serve as a locus

of counsel and experience for the governing board in their

deliberations.
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TRANSPORTATION FUNDING STUDY*

Prepared by the Minnesota State
Department of Education

CulMent P4ovi4ionA (36 TkanApoAtation Aid FoAmata

See Attachments A and 8 relative to pupil transporta-
t _n financing in Minnesota.

Amended run4poittatt:On A-Zid Fonmuta

School districts do not report cost information by detail
object of expenditure such as gasoline or tires.

The present aid formula uses a base cost per pupil
transported plus an escalator to allow for price increases
that occur between the base year and current year.

Annual legislative sessions provide an opportunity to
adjust the aid formula if necessary for unusual price changes
or other contingencies.

Pupil transportation is only one user of commodities
such as gasoline and tires. Plant maintenance needs in
this regard are funded by the foundation aid formula.
Introduction of a special escalator, based on one of the
national indices, for pupil transportation could stimulate
demand for a special escalator in a number of areas of
school finance.

The present transportation aid formula was implemented
in the 1974-75 fiscal year. Thus, only one year of exper-
ience is available to analyze the effectiveness of the
formula in funding district transportation costs.

Our analysis of the, formula for 1974-75 is as follows:

District Authorized Cost
State Aid Earned

Amount Percent
$64,804,142 100.0
49,994,187 77.2

*See Appendix 1: Advisory Council on Fluctuating School

Enrollments Special Study.
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One Mill Local Levy 10,376,681 16.0
Total Aid Formula 60,370,868 93.2
Additional Local Fund 4,433,273 6.8

Within six months; hope ully, the second year of exper-
ience will be available and we will be in a better position
to evaluate the aid formula.

TAanApottation Funding 6at Student Activiti

School districts annually report information on trans-
portation costs and miles traveled for student activity
trips (extracurricular) and for field trips.

Actual number of pupils transported is not reported for
either category of trips.

For the 1974-75 fiscal year, the following data was
reported by school districts:

Cost Miles Cost/M le
Student Activity Trips $2,691,592 6 7_,675 .44

Field Trips 1,195,624 2,449,021 .49
Total 3,887,216- 8,619,696 .45

The average cost per mile may be understated. The com-
parable reported cost for regular to and from school trans-
portation is $.73 per mile.

New authorization and funding for student activity trips
and field trips should be considered in conjunction with
policies and guidelines relating to energy conservation.
See Attachments C and D.

One method of funding is to provide a separate approp-
riation and funding formula based on cost per pupil, cost
per mile, total number of pupils, or same other factor(s).

Ttan4poktation Funding liot Pet4onne2 Need6

The financing of personnel travel related to educational
programs is a function of the foundation aid formula,: not the
pupil transportation aid formula.

9
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ATTACHMENT A

P0PIL_TRANSPORTATION FINANCING IN MINNESOTA

A. EQDALIZATION OF_TRANSFORTATION FINANCING MS 124.222

The 1973 State Legislature enacted legislation designed to
further equalize the financing of a district's pupil trans-
portation program A basic transportation levy of one mill
is prescribed for each district which means the financing of
authorized transportation operating costs, in terms of direct
property taxes, is essentially the same regardless of where a
property taxpayer resides.

The balance of authorized costsare financed by the State.
However, in order to control excesaive increases in such costs,
the law as subsequently amended provides that transportation
costs per pupil for the 1975-76* fiscal year, for purposes of
the aid computation, must not exceed 118% of the district's
transportation costs per pupil in 1973-74. Costs in excess of
this limit must be financed by the district by means of a trans-
fer of General Fund monies to the Pupil Transportation Fund.

B. STATE_ AID PAYMENT SCHEDULE MS 124.222

The 1973 legislation provided that transportation aid be
advanced on a current basis rather than paid in a lump sum
on a reimbursement basis as in previous years. The aid
schedule calls for 30% of estimated current transportation
costs to be advanced before September 30, December 31, and
March 31 of each year with the balance of actual costs to
be reimbursed in August.

C. FINANCING OF SCHOOL BUSES MS 124.222: AID MS 275_.125: LEVY

The cost of new school buses is financed by State depreciation
aid and an additional transportation bus levy.

Under an 8 year schedule, depreciation aid is paid once each
year in September in an amount equal of 12-1/2% of the net value
of a district's eligible bus fleet. Eligible school buses are
essentially vehicles of 17 or more passenger capacity that
meet State minimum conventional school bus standards and
"restructured" van type vehicles of 16 or less capacity.

The amount of the additional transportation bus levy is limited
to the net cash cost of buses in excess of depreciation aid
received.

A school bus account should be established within the Pupil
Transportation Fund to ac-z-ount for these monies whiCh are
dedicated for the financing of new school buses.

*1976-77: 124%. 690
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D. AUTHORIZED/NONAUTHORIZED pun', TRANSPORTATION MS 124.223

State law specifies certain types or categorie§ of pupil
transportation that are eligible for State transportation
aid. Authorized transportation of resident pupils during
the reird37717a3ol term or an approved summer program is
as follows:

TO AND FROM SCHOOL

-one round trip daily :o and from school for pupils who
reside one mile or more from the school,attended. nate
activity,' transportation home is.also authorized. Board
and lodging of a pupil is authorized when transporting is
not feasible.

-One round trip daily for any .handicapped pupil attending
special education classes. (Handicapped includes blindi
crippled, deaf, speech, special learning disabilities,
pregnant, educable or trainable mentally retarded).

-One round trip daily for any handicapped pupil attending
rpeaar- school classes. Application and physician's
Certificate is required.

-Board and lodging, in lieu of transportation to and from
school, of any handieapped pupil attending special education
classes. Also authorized is transportation between the
board and lodging facility and (a) the special education
classes (h) the parents' legal residence.

BETWEEN SCHOOL BUILDINGS DURING THE DAY

-One round trip daily to and from a State board approved
-secondary vocational center. Also authorized is trans-
portation to and from a job site which is part of an
approved occupational experience secondary vocational
program.

..-Transportation between school buildings within the
district for instructional'purposea when.the program and
transports.tion has received prior approval from the
Commissioner of Education.

-Transportation from one educational facility to another
within the district for pupils enrolled on a shared time
basis in educational programs approved by the Commissioner.

Nonauthorized transportation!_ervices consist of field trips,'
udent activity trips, pupils who reside less than one mile fro:

the school attended, other ineligible pupils, nonresident pupils,
shuttle between buildings, lunch buses, and any other transportation
furnished by the district. Nonauthorized costs must be financed
by the district by means of a transfer of General Fund or Student
Activity Fund monies to the Pupil Transportation Fund.

G.9 1
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WM= NONPUBLIC PUPIL TRANSPORTATION MS 123.76-123.86

in 1969 the "Fair Bus Bill" was enacted, providing for equal

treatment in the.transportation of school children in the

State of Minnesota. According to law, a school district must

provide equal transportation within the district for all alTible
school children to any school.-

For pupils attending a neinpublic school in another district,

the district of residence mast provide tranipiration to the

district boundary.

The district Em provide transportation to a nonpublic school

in another di-Strict. in such cases the nonpublic school must

pay the cost of the t-ansportation provided outside the district

boundaries.

TRANSPORTIkTION AIP_QATEGORLES

TO recognize Aifferences in cOsts of transportation the following

categories of transportation have been established for purposes

of computing basic formula transportation aid:

Regular Including Summer School

Secondary Vocational Center

Handicapped

Board and Lodging

Approved Transportation: Between School Buildings

a

The following categories of transportation aid (authorized effective

in 1975-76) have temporarily been established as separate aid categories

in addition to the basic formula:

Approved Transportation: Shared Time Programs

Approved Transportation: Secondary Vocational Employment
Stations

E UIViLNT (FTE) MIK S TR

Since cost of transportation is
transportation facilities, full
transported are used in the aid
is made both in the base period
advantage lies in being able to
The FTE definitions are set for
(See attached Ru1e).

PORTED

_mainly a function of_use of
time equivalent (FTE) pupils
calculation. Since this computation
and the year of payment, its
more precisely specif y costs.

h in the 'tate Board Rule BDU 184
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H. TRANSPOITATION LEVY

Proceeds from the 1975 transportation levy, payable in 1976,

are applied to financing expenditures for the 1976-77 fiscal

year. The components of the 1975 transportation levy are as

follows:

1. Basic levy for operations (One 19741 EARC

2. 11111E2tIy. The amount by which bus expenditures
projected for. 1976-77 exceed the Bus Account balance

as of July 1, 1976 plus depreciation aid receivable

in 1976-77. This amount is determined from the
Bus Accounting section (page 16) of the-1974-75
Annual Financial Report.

Traffic. Hazads levy. The cost of the approved
program of transporting pupils who reside less
than one mile from school when the transportation
is necessitated by extraordinary traffic hazards.
This cost is determined from the Levy Application

form, F28-90

Adlustment_levy for transportation underlevies
applicable to the 1971 payable 1972 levy or the.
1972 payable 1973 levy. This amount is determined
by the Department of Education.

DISTRICT_REPORTING REWIREMENTS

Transportation Reports for 1974-75

Annual Financial Report for 1974-75

Traffic Hazards Levy Application

Vocational Job Site Transportation
Application

Shared Time Program Transportation
Application

Study Need to Adjust Base Cost

(Questionnaire)
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Due D

July 31, 1975

August 1

September 15

October 1

October 1

Oc ober 15

Form No,

128-varioUs

F29-2a

F28-9

F28-8

F28 7

F28-1T



ISA STATE BoARD OF EDUCATION

(b) Full-te equivalents. For purposes of establishing base costs per
pupil and for paying transportation liabilities of the state pursuant to M.S.
124.222 tmd 124.223, equivalent pupil units shall be computed (to the netuest
.01).

(1) For regtilar trAnsportation of children pursuant to M.S. 124.223(1)
and (2), no Pupil transported less than 20 days in a school year shall be

counted.
(2) For transportation of chihiren to a secondary vocational center pur-

anent to clause (aX2) of this section or M.S. 124.223(3), each pupil trans-
ported 20 or more days shall be counted according to term of enrollment
as follows:

1-10f-semester V4 full-time equivalent pupil
Quarter 1/2 full-time equivalent pupil
Semester 1/2 full-time equivalent pupil
Regular School Year 1 full-time equivalent pupil

(3) For transportation of Ilandicapped cUdren pursuant to M.S.
124.223(4), (5) and (6), the number of full-time equivalent pupils shall be
the sum of the number of days in attendance and transported for each child
divided by 175 with no ratio to exceed one.

(4) For board and lodging, pursuant to M.S. 124.223(2) and (4), the
same rule applies in sub-clause (3) above.

(5) For summer school transportation, pursuant to M.S. 124.223 (7), a
pupil other than a handicapped child shall be counted one-sixth of a full-time
equivalent pupil.

(6) For summer school transportation of handicapped children, pursuant
to MS. 124.223 (7), the rules in clauses (3) and (4) above will apply.

(7) Summer school pupils are counted with the pupils in the following
school year.
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ATTACHMENT B

STATE TRANS PORTAT ION A ID

BAS IC FORMULA

BASE COST PER PUPIL TRANSPORTED IN 1973-74
X 1.18 = LIMITED COST PER PUPIL TRANSPORTED.

2. LESSER OF LIMITED COST OR ACTUAL COST PER
PUPIL TRANSPORTED IN 1975-76.

3 X ACTUAL NO. PUPILS. TRANSPORTED IN 1975-76

4. LESS 1 MILL LOCAL LEVY (1973 EARC)

5. - STATE AID EARNED FOR 1975-76

COSTS MUST BE_ AUTHOR_IZED COSTS

PUPILS MUST BE ELIGIBLE PUPILS

69.3
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AUTHOR IZED TRANSPORTATION OF EL IG BLE PUP ILS

FOR PURPOSES OF STATE A ID, AUTHOR IZED TRANSPORTATION

INCLUDES THE FOLLOW ING CATEGOR IES OF TRANS PORTAT I ON:

TO AND FROM SCHOOL

REGULAR

HAND [CAPPED
BOARD AND LODGING

( IN L IEU OF TRANSPORTAT ON)

BETWEEN SCHOOL BU ILD INGS

SECONDARY VOCAT ONAL CENTERS

(STATE BOARD APPROVED)
a SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

(PR IOR APPROVAL REQU IRED)
WORK STATIONS

(PART OF APPROVED SEC. VOCATIONAL PROGRAM)

SHARED TIME PROGRAMS
(QUAL IFY FOR FOUNDAT ION A ID)

NONAUTHOR IZED TRANSPORTATION INCLUDES FIELD TR IPS,

STUDENT ACT IV ITY TR IPS, LU NCH BUSES, AND ANY OTHER

TRANS PORTAT ION SERV ICES NOT SPEC IF ICALLY DES I GNATED

AS AUTHOR IZED TRANS PORTAT ION.
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ELIGIBLE PUPILS

FOR PURPOSES OF STATE AID, PUPILS TRANSPORTED MUST BE

RESIDENTS OF THE DISTRICT WHO MEET THE FOLLOWING REQUIRE

MENTS:

REGULAR a RESIDES ONE MILE OR MORE FROM THE

SCHOOL ATTENDED

ENROLLED IN GRADE K-12

TRANSPORTED 20 OR MORE DAYS

HAND !CAPPED

OTh,,
CATEGOR IES

IS A HANDICAPPED CHILD AS DEFINED IN

LAW(M5 120. 03 M S . 120.17)

ATTENDS SPECIAL EDUCATION CLASSES

UNABLE TO RIDE A REGULAR BUS OR
ABLE TO RIDE A REGULAR BUS BUT REQUIRES

SPECIAL HANDLING OR FURTHER SPECIAL

TRANSPORTATION TO THE LOCATION 01- THE

SPECIAL EDUCATION CLASSES ATTENDED

REFER TO INDIVIDUAL REPORT FORMS FOR

ANY SPECIAL ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS



FULL TIME EQUIVALENT (F T. E.) PUPILS

AS TRANSPORTATION COST IS MAINLY A FUNCTION OF USE OF

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES, F.T.E. PUPILS TRANSPORTED ARE

USED IN THE AID CALCULATION.

REGULAR A PUPIL TRANSPORTED 20 OR:MORE DAYS

1 F.T. E. PUPIL

REGULAR

SUMMER SCHOOL A PUPIL TRANSPORTED 3 OR MORE DAYS

1/6 F.T.E. PUPIL

HANDICAPPED F.T.E. PUPILS NUMBER OF DAYS TRANS
PORTED -2 175

SECONDARY
VOCAT ONAL
CENTER F.T.E. PUPIL COUNT IS BASED ON TERM

OF ENROLLMENT

ELIGIBLE IF
TERM TRANSPORTED F. T. E.

REGULAR YEAR 20 DAYS 1

ot SEMESTER 10 DAYS

QUARTER 7 DAYS
112 SEMESTER 5 DAYS

98
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CHANGES IN TRANSPORTATION AID CATEGORIES
EFFECTIVE IN 1975-76

A I D CATEGORIES DISCONTINUED

EXTliAORDINARY TRAFFIC HAZARDS
FINANCING OF THIS TRANSPORTATION SHIFTED TO
100% LOCAL LEVY (F28-9)

LICENSED DAY ACTIVITY CENTERS
FINANCING OF THIS TRANSPORTATION SHIFTED TO
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE

AID CATEGORIES ADDED

SHARED TIME PROGRAMS, $125,000
AUTHORIZATION IS LIMITED TO RESIDENT PUPILS
ENROLLED IN APPROVED SHARED TIME PROGRAMS
AND TRANSPORTED WITHIN THE DISTRICT (F28-7)

VOCATIONAL PROGRAM JOB SITES, $125,000
AUTHORIZATION IS LIMITED TO RESIDENT, SECONDARY

PUPILS TRANSPORTED TO AND FROM APPROVED VOCA-
TIONAL PROGRAM JOB SITES (F28-8)

6 9
546



1_975-76

En_ESS HAND !CAPPED TRANSPORTATION A ID

1. BAS IC A I D FORMULA L I MIT IS 118% OF 1973-74 COST PER
HAND ICAPPED PUP IL TRANSPORTED

COSTS BETWEEN 118% AND 128% OF THE 1973-74 COST PER

PUP IL ARE FINANCED BY THE DISTRICT

COSTS IN EXCESS OF 128% OF THE 1973-74 COST PER PUP IL
ARE F INANCED 80% BY STATE A I D (TO A MA XI MUM OF
$200, 000 STATEW IDE) AND 20% BY THE D I STR I CT.

EXAMPLE

2, 000 X 1. 18

$2, 000

2, 360

3, 690

1973-74 COST PER PUP IL

PER PUP IL COST L I MIT,

1975-76 COST PER PUP IL

F INANC ING

BAS IC FORMULA TO 118% 2, 360

( STATE A I D AND LOCAL LEVY)

D ISTR I CT TO 128% 200

EXCESS OVER 128%:

(3, 690 2. 560 = 1. 130)

STATE A I D 80% OF 1, 130 904

D I STR I CT 20% OF 1 130 226

3. 690
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SCHOOL BUS DEPRECIATION AID

8 YEAR DEPRECIATION SCHEDULE

a AID IS PAID AT THE RATE OF 12 112% OF THE NET VALUE

OF AN ELIGIBLE BUS IN EACH OF 8 YEARS FOLLOWING

THE YEAR OF PURCHASE (DELIVERY)

SEPTEMBER, 1975 PAYMENI

NET VALUE OF ELIGIBLE BUSES AS OF JUNE 30, 1975

X .125 = STATE DEPRECIATION AID

ELIGIBLE SCHOOL BUSES

17 PASSENGER CAPACITY OR MOki AND MEET STATE

MINIMUM CONVENTIONAL SCHOOL BUS STANDARDS

RESTRUCTURED VAN TYPE VEHICLES OF 16 OR LESS

PASSENGER CAPAC ITY

01
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AID PAYMENT SCHEDULE

THREE ESTIMATED CURRENT PAYMENTS

30% IN SEPTEMBER
30% IN DECEMBER
30% IN MARCH

FINAL PAYMENT FOR PREVIOUS YEAR IS MADE IN THE FALL

OF THE YEAR IN AN AMOUNT EQUAL TO APPROXIMATELY

10% OF THE AID EARNED FOR THE PREVIOUS YEAR

BUS DEPRECIATION AID IS PAID IN A LUMP SUM IN

SEPTEMBER



TRANSPORTATION LEVY

CERTIFIED IN THE FALL OF 1975

PAYABLE IN CALENDAR YEAR 1976

APPLIES TO FINANCING 1976-77

BASIC LEVY FOR OPERATIONS IS ONE 1974 EARC MILL

TRAFFIC HAZARDS LEVY

THE COST OF THE APPROVED PROGRAM OF TRANSPORTING

PUPILS WHO RESIDE LESS THAN ONE MILE FROM SCHOOL

WHEN THE TRANSPORTATION IS NECESSITATED BY EXTRA-

ORDINARY TRAFFIC HAZARDS (APPLICATION FORM F28-9)

SCHOOL BUS LEVY

THE AMOUNT BY WHICii PROJECTED BUS EXPENDITURES

FOR 1976-77 EXCEED THE BUS ACCOUNT BALANCE AS OF

JULY 1, 1976 PLUS, DEPREC IATION AID RECEIVABLE IN

1976-77

(BUS ACCOUNT, PAGE 16 OF THE 1974-75 ANNUAL FINANCIAL

REPORT, F29-2A)



PUPIL TRANSPORTATION FUND

ALL EXPENDITURES FOR PUPIL TRANSPORTATION, BOTH

AUTHORIZED AND UNAUTHORIZED, ARE TO BE RECORDED

IN THIS FUND

AT THE CLOSE OF THE YEAR

AUTHORIZED COSTS ARE REPORTED FOR STATE MD

NONAUTHORIZED COSTS ARE FINANCED BY A PERMANENT

TRANSFER FROM THE GENERAL FUND OR SCHOOL AUXILIARY

FUND

A SCHOOL BUS ACCOUNT SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED WITHIN

THIS FUND TO ACCOUNT FOR MONIES DEDICATED FOR THE

PURCHASE OF PUPIL TRANSPORTATION VEHICLES
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PUPIL TRANSPORTATION FUND

.Accaja.
RESOURCES

1 MILL TRANSPORTATION LEVY

HAZARDOUS TRANS. LEVY
STATE TRANSPORTATION AID
OTHER RECEIPTS

FUND TRANSFERS

EXPENDITURES

RESOURCES

BUS LEVY
BUS DEPRECIATION AID
PROCEEDS FROM SALE OF

PUPIL TRANS. VEHICLES
INSURANCE RECOVERIES

EXPENDITURES

AUTHORIZED TRANSPORTATION SCHOOL BUSES

SERVICES SMALL VEHICLES USED

NONAUTHOR IZED TRANSPORTATION PR I MAR 1LY FOR PUP IL

SERVICES TRANSPORTATION
TWO-WAY COMMUNICATION

EQUIPMENT
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Appendix 1

Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments

Special Study

1. Subject: Transportation funding

2. Purpose of Study:
1) To determine the feasibility of amending the transpor-

tation aid formula to provide reimbursement levels
adjusted for changes in the Wholesale Price index.

2) To determine the feasibility of expanding the allowable
costs under the transportation aid formula to include
allowable costs for specified student activity and
personnel transportation needs.

Related Problem Areas:
Section IV A4a Student Transportation
Section IV A5b Student Activity Programs
Section IV 84 Transportation

Related Alternative Solutions:
Alt. Sol. 28 Amended Transportation Aid Formula
Alt. Sol. 29 Funding Transportation for Student Activities

5. Questions to be Addressed:
1) How could the transportation aid formula be amended

based on the Wholesale Price Index to be more sensative
to those costs related to wholesale pricing changes
such as gasoline, tires, etc?
How could the transportation aid formula be expanded
to include allowable cost for meeting specified student
activity and personnel transportation needs (field
trips, athletics, music, debate, etc.)

6. Required Data Bas:

7. Desired Format of Report:
1) Current provisions of transportation aid formula
2) Amended transportation aid formula

a. feasibility
b. alternatives
c. recommendations
Funding transportation for student activities

a. feasibilities
b. alternatives
c. recommendations

4) Funding transportation for personnel needs

a. feasibilities
b. alternatives
c. recommendations

8. Estimated Completion Date: June 1, 1976

Reporting Date: June 11, 1976 (Council meeting)
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1.

FACILITIES (CONSTRUCTION AND/OR
RENOVATION) STUDY

Prepared by the Advisory Council
on Fluctuating Schoel Enrollments

inttoduction

The purpose of this study was introduction to determine

the feasibility of a shared cost formula for school facil-

ities (construction and/or renovation). Information in this

area has proven to be sparse. Nationally only one state,

Maryland, has assumed all costs of school construction, basic

changes were made in 13 other states. Florida, one of the

13 states, has been selected to illustrate the complexity

of a shared cost formula (See Section B of this Report).

hated Co4t FoAmaae

A shared cost formula has at least three basic princi-

ples: (1) state assumption of a greater share of school

costs; (2) state assumption of some or all construction costs;

and, (3) allocation of financial resources in relation to

educational needs. The degree to which a state assumes
financial responsibility will vary from minimal to com-

plete responsibility. Two basic sources of information are

required at the state level prior to consideration of the

feasibility of such a formula. This information includes

the cost of providing elementary and secondary educational

services and facilities, including special educational

services and facilities, and the number and kinds of in-

structional and other personnel; and, the cost of acquiring

and maintaining land, buildings, and equipment.

Ftotida'4 Shalted Co4t FoAmaa

Florida's shared cost formula is presented to illustrate

the type of information required by the state of Florida to

determine how resources will be allocated to individual

school districts. Section 7 of this formula encompasses
comprehensive school construction and debt service programs.

*See Appendix 1: Advisory Council on Fluctuating School

Enrollments Special Studies.
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Section 8 of this formula covers school design, construction
techniques and financing mechanisms. This section particularly
addresses the use of relocatable and/or modular units. Section
9 of Florida's formula shoT-Ts how the allocation of facilities
funding relates to the total allocation of resources in
Florida's educational finance program.

LAWS OF FLORIDA, Chapter 73-345,
Sections 7, 0, and 9

Section 7. -Funds for comprehensive school co struction and debt
Fervice.The annual allocation from the Florida education finance program
to each district for the comprehensive school construction and debt service
program shall be determined as follows:

(1) Pursuant to regulations of the state board the commissioner shall
determine annually the projected school plant and annual debt service needs
for each school district and report this to the legislature. In determining
these needs and in making the report the commissioner shall include at
least the following elements:

Projected student membership for the next five (5) year period.

(b) Projected number of unhoused students.

(c) Cost of removing the deficiencies related to health and safety to
life standards.

(d) Cost of imprtrrini the educational environment in existing school
plants.

(e) Cur ent construction cost data as determined by the state board.

(f) Fiv (5) year projected cost of amortizing the annual payment of
the bonded indebtedness of the district issued prior to the effective date of
this act.

(g) Cost of site acquisition and improvement.

(h) Amount of additional resources available pursuant to the provisions
of Article XII, Section 9(d) of the Constitution as amended in 1972.

(i) Amount of funds from other sources available to the school board;
and earmarked for capital outlay purposes, however, these funds shall not
include any funds available from tax monies collected from rnillage elec-
tions in excess of ten (10) mills.

(j) District housing index.

(k) Square footage requirements for program grade groups.

Special instructional facilities needed to improve the program at
a school center but not necessarily to increase the student stations of the
center.

(m) Amount of funds derived from voted ad valorerri taxes in excess
of ten (10) mills which were expended for school plants during the five
(5) years prior to the effective date of this act, other than those utilized
for payment on bonded indebtedness.

(2) The commissioner shall determine annually the amount alio ated
to each district from the funds appropriated for the purpose of imple-
menting this section as follows:

, 0 0
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(a) Determine the costs of the projected school plant needs, the five
(5) Year projected debt service needs and the expenditures of ad valorem
taxes in excess of ten (10) mills for each district as determined in sub-
section (1) of this section.

(b) Determine the projected additional resources available under the
provisions of Article XII, section 9(d) of the constitution as amended in
1972, and the projected amount available to each district from other fund
sources allocated for school plants.

(c) From the costs of the projected school plant and five (5) year pro-
jected debt service needs for each district subtract the projected additional
resources available, and add the expenditure of ad valorem taxes in eiccess
of ten (10) mills as determined in paragraph (a) of this subsection. The
result shall represent the estimated cost of unfunded school plant and debt
service needs for each district.

(d) The funds appropriated annually for the purpose of implementing
this section shall be allocated to the respective districts in proportion to
their percentage of the state total of unfunded school plant and debt serv-
ice needs as determined above.

(3) Funds accruing to a district from the provis ons of this section
shall be expended on needed projects as shown by a survey or surverl
in the district under regulations of the state,board. The priority of ex-
penditure by districts shall be as follows:

(a) New classrooms and special instructional facilities necessary to
provide needed pupil stations at either a new or existing school center;
school sites or additions to sites and site improvement incident to new con-
struction or to make a site addition useable; restoration and correcting de-
ficiencies required for safety to life, health and-sanitation.

(b) Special instructional and auxiliary facilities needed to improve the
program at a school center but not necessary to increase the pupil stations.

(c) Major alterations to existing buildings which would substantially
improve the utility of the space and replacement of or major alterations to
the existing heating, cooling, lighting, safety, and sanitary facilities at a
permanent school center.

(d) Debt service for district bonds serviced by voted ad valorem taxes.

(4) Each school board allocated funds under this section shall submit
to the commissioner a projection of its schedule of eligible capital outlay
disbursements for specified periods as prescribed by regulations of the
state board. Upon approval by the commissioner, the comptroller shall dis-
burse the funds. Prior to the distribution of the initial funds pursuant to
this section the commissioner shall determine the district's needs pursu-
ant to subparagraphs (2)(0, (b) and (c) in this section, and update the
state facilities inventory subsequent to the effective date of this act.

Section 8. School design, construction techniques and financing macho-

(1) The state board shall require that relocatable school facilities be
provided at school centers where there is reason to believe the pupil popu-
lation is unstable or is projected to decline in future years. The state board
shall provide plans both for standard relocatable facilities and prototype
plans for school plants for the purpose of making optimal use of perma-
nently constructed facilities separate from or in conjunction with relo-
eatable classrooms or modular relocatable units. These shall be utilized
unless the local district shall affirmatively show that it can obtain or con-
struct comparable facilities at less expense.
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(2) The state board may require or approve the utilization of rented
or leased facilities. Facilities may also be acquired by lease-purchase agree-
ment and any capital outlay funds available are hereby authorized to be
expended for such purposes.

(3) The state board may require local districts to employ procedures
for the construction of new permanent facilities or major additions to
existing facilities that will include but not be limited to the latest devel-
opments in construction techniques, materials, design, and concepts such
as turn-key bidding, construction management, systems building process and
the use of !nodular and standardized components, unless the district can
document affirmatively that other procedures will provide the same quality
of construCtion at less cost.

(4) All school facilities constructed by a school board incorporating
the minimum standards prescribed by regulations of the state board as
authorized in §235.26, Florida Statutes, shall be exempt from all state,
county, district, municipal or local building codes and ordinances. Any
inspection by local government shall be based on minimum standards as
prescribed by the state board.

_Section 9. Total state alloca ion to each district.

(1) The total annual state allocation from the Florida education fi-
nanee program to each district shall be the sum of:

(a) The total allocation for current operation as determined in Sec-
tion 4,

(b) The total allocation for pupil transportation as determined in
Section 6,

(c) The total allocation for school construction and debt service as
determined in Section 7, and

(d) The amount of state reimbursement for actual tax loss resulting
from the additional homestead exemptions authorized in chapter 71-309,
Laws-of Florida, which shall be computed as follows:

1. The department shall compute the number of mills of tax needed to
provide the district required effoit that year, and

2. From the actual tax levy for operating purposes or ten 0) mills,
whichever is less, subtract the millage determined in 1,

3. The remainder obtained in 2 shall be multiplied by the total value of
the additional homestead exemptions authorized in chapter 71-309, Laws of
Florida, and multiply this product by ninety five (95) percent.

4. The amount determined in 3 shall be the allocation to the district.

(2) The department shall distribute the annual allocation prescribed
herein and all other allocations as provided for by law periodically to
each district in the manner prescribed by regulations of the state board.
The department shall prior to June 30 each year, factor the base student
cost by an amount sufficient to allocate to the districts the total funds
appropriated for the Florida education finance program.

Recommendatiow

It seems imperative that any recommendation in this area
must consider the following factors:

1. The task of the Council is not to develop a comprehensive
shared cost formula;
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2. The degree to which Minnesota has pertinent information
in this area readily available; and

3. The extent of knowledge about how fluctuating enrollments
and the cost of providing educational facilities are related.

Therefore, th- Council might.consider the following:

1. The State Board of Education:.should investigate the
relationship of fluctuating school enrollments and school

facilities in the State of Minnesota. Thia investigation
should include a facilities needs assessment in eaeh school'
district.
The Legislature.should consider the possibility of a
facilities program in the State of Minnesota which Would
relieve the local school districts of the financial
responsibility for funding local facilities.
The Council
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Appendix 1

Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments

Special Study

1. Subject: Facilities (Construe on and or Renovatio_

Purpose of Study:
To determine and study the feasibility of a shared cost
formula for school facilities construction and/or renovation

Related Problem Areas:
Section 10A3 Facilities

4. Related Alternative Solutions:
Alt. Sol. 25 Shared Cost Formula f-- Construction and/or
Renovation

5. Questions to be.Addressed:
What shared cost formulas could be adapted in Minnesota?

6. Required Data Base:
Shared Cost formulas used in other states

7. Desired Format of Report:
1) Alternative formulas
2) Recommendations

8. Estimated Completion Date: June 1, 1976
Reporting Date: June 11, 1976
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MODULAR/RELOCATABLE FMUCATIONAL
UNITS STUDY*

Prepared by the Minnesota State Department
Department of Education

Scores of self contained classroom units are being used
throughout the state to both provide temporary space needs
and as a substitute for permanent space needs.

"What £4 the cattent and ptojected need 6ot ad
cLeitLeA Atatewide?"

A few districts will have continuing grawth requiring
the use of modular/relocatable buildings during planning
and construction stages until permanent buildings are com-
pleted. A very few districts will have temporary needs for
spaces in elementary and/or secondary until a "bubble" in
enrollment is past and permanent facilities can handle the
loads.

No summary of specific needs in terms of student stations
has been done and no resources have been allocated to evaluate
facilities now available for educational services. This should

be done!

"What £4 the 6eaAibitity o wtL&tht modUiLV. ieLocoth
umith by and between diAtticts.

Appropriate use of modular/relocatable units is feasible
but those presently used are inflexible and high maintenance

liabilities.

"What 4houtd be the tote 0
u4e o6 moduta&Meeocutabie unit4.

encoutaging

Provide funding for research and encourage the development
of more flexible modular/relocatable units that can be shipped
longer distances with less expense, operated at lower costs and
provide more appropriate spaces.

*See Appendix 1: Advisory Council on Fluctuating School
Enrollments Special Study.
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The S.D.E. should place greater emphasis upon the collec-
tion and organization of facilities'data so that more reasonable
planning is possible. A statewide inventory of the 2,000 plus
buildings operated to provide public educational services would
require about 20,000 man hours plus data processing time, assuming
a systematic data collection'plan, trained and qualified evalua-
tors and scheduled collection within a one:yearapan.
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Appendix 1

Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments

Special Study

Subject: Modular Relocatable Units

2. Purpose of Study:
To determine what role the state could play in encouraging
the use of modular relocatable instructional units by and
between school districts.

3. Related Problem Areas:
Section IV A3 Facilities

4 Related Alternative Solutions:
Alt. Sol. 26 Modular/Relocatable Units

5. Questions to be Addressed:
1) What is the current status in the utIlizatIon of modular

units?
2) What is the current and projected need for additional

facilities statewide?
3) What is the feasibility of utilizing modular/relocatable

units by and between districts?
4) What should be the role of the state in encouraging

the use of modular/relocatable units?

Desired Format of Report:
1) Current status in the utilization of modular units.

2) Current need for additional facilities.

3) Projected need for additional facilities

4) Feasibility of utilizing modular/relocatable units
by and between districts

5) Role of the state
6) Recommendations

Estimated Completion date: May 1, 1976

Reporting date: May 7, 1976 (Council meeting)
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3.

CERTIFICATE OF NEED STUDY*

Prepared by the Minnesota State
Department of Education

What haA been the Aatio e iat
cate oil Need in the State oi Minne4ota.

This department presumes the rationale is to avoid un-
necessary duplication of facilities and services

"What have been pund to be the pw& and cons o
Centi6ic4te oi Need?"

Pros:
To avoid additional costs of unnecessary duplica-

tion of services.
To coordinate the planning by different entities.
To provide better (more comprehensive) services.

Cons:
Loss of local freedom to act without regard to

neighboring entities.
Development of bureaucratic inertia.

ateAnative4 have been con4ideted in tieu
Cati ieate oS Need, ill any?"

The District Organization, Planning and Operations
Section of the State Department of Education suggests that
positive incentives for cooperation and coordination of
planning and delivery of educational -services be provided.

*See Appendix 1: Advisory Council on Fluctuating School
Enrollments Special Studies.
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Appendix 1

Advisory Council on Fluctuating School Enrollments

Special Study

Subject: Certificate of Need

2. Purpose of Study:

1) To determine the feasibility of requiring a Certificate of
Need issued by the State Board of Education or the regional
service units which includes an approval procedure.

3. Related Problem Areas:

Section IV A3 Facilities

4. Related Alternative Solutions:

Alt. Sol. 23 Certificate of Need

5. Questions to be Addressed:

1) What has been the rationale for considering a Certificate
of Need in the state of Minnesota?

2) What have been found to be the pros and cons of a Certificate
of Need?

3) What alternatives have been considered in lieu of a Certificate
of Need, if any?

6. Required-Data Base:

1) Past discussion and action at the state level about the need
for a Certificate of Need.

7. Desired Format of Report:

1) History and rationale of a Certificate of Need
2) Pros and cons of a Certificate of Need
3) Alternatives
4) Recommendatio

Estimated Completion Date: May 1, 1976

Reporting Date: May 7, 1976
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